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Introduction: The Biography of a Project 


To reflect on Karl Mannheim is to address fundamental issues of po¬ 
litical enlightenment. Mannheim’s driving determination, as he wrote to 
the political scientist Oscar Jaszi, was “to learn as a sociologist by close 
observation the secret (even if it is infernal) of these new times.” 
Mannheim’s aim was “to carry liberal values forward” (CUL). His prob¬ 
lem remains irresistible to reflective people at the end of the twentieth 
century. Mannheim’s project was to link thinking to emancipation de¬ 
spite strong evidence against the connection. This book is a sympathetic 
biography of Mannheim s paradoxical—and paradigmatic—project. 

In its theoretical reflections, sociological thought cannot long escape 
ambivalence about the processes of rational ordering to which it be¬ 
longs. It has understood itself as integral to a new civil mastery whereby 
humanity’s purposes are formulated and pursued by a methodical, self- 
critical (and thus self-transforming) collective knowledge, and whereby 
social relations are continually changed to function in congruence with 
that knowledge. Enlightenment and sociology are bom twins. Yet socio¬ 
logical theory has also been haunted by the conviction that while the 
rational is decisive, it is not enough. Whether we locate its beginnings in 
Adam Ferguson’s civic humanist misgivings about the commercial civil 
society he analyzed and affirmed, Comte’s passion for an unconditional 
worship to ground the positive age, Durkheim’s ingeniously nonrational 
foundations for the most sophisticated social differentiations and sys¬ 
tematizations, or Weber’s personalist and decisionist complements to 
rationalization, classical theory has never fully trusted the mental, 
institutional, and organizational patterns that it has both displayed and 
identified as the marks of modem society. Sociologists have conceded 
to the opponents of their discipline and its world a profound lack in 
enlightenment thinking. But claims for some all-embracing alternative 
mode of thinking or relating—whether in the name of ancient virtues, 
traditional pieties, or romanticisms of various kinds—have been assidu¬ 
ously resisted. The great theoretical models have embodied theoretical 
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and social strategies for managing or harnessing or constitutionalizing a 
limited openness to antithetical considerations, claiming that their inte¬ 
grative designs can provide the recognition of deep, ineluctable, 
prerational necessities without which no measure of rationality can be 
secured. Rationalizing rather than eradicating the irrational has been a 
central formative theme for sociological theory during the 200 years of 
its history. 

Generations of sociological theorists are distinguishable by the di¬ 
verse forms of anti-Enlightenment challenges and temptations they have 
confronted, and intergenerational learning is most promising when a 
newer generation turns to an older one confronted with comparable tasks. 
Judging from recent trends in the sociological literature, the present prob¬ 
lem-constellation is defined by talk and events that antiquate the two 
long-dominant sociological strategies for comprehending rationalization 
and secularization. Marxist and non-Marxist theories of irreversible, 
cumulative—indeed, progressive—social development appear grounded 
on misconceptions of what can be known and what can be expected to 
make a difference in the world. Both established strategies for inclusive 
rational ordering are stymied by religious outbreaks they cannot master, 
disruptions of familiar forms of organization, neoromantic oppositions 
based on blood and belonging, and naturalistic justifications of power 
and its effects. These confrontations resemble the problem constellation 
at the beginning of the twentieth century. 

The similarities between the two intellectual landscapes explains why 
many sociological theorists are retracing the moves of that earlier gen¬ 
eration, trying again to see what happened: what the classical theorists 
attempted and in what ways they failed. Such retrieval differs from the 
academic initiatory rite institutionalized as “history of sociological 
theory.” Nor is past thought treated as simply a quarry for present sci¬ 
ence. Because sociologists no longer confidently know that they know 
better, they explore new ways of looking at Durkheim and Weber and 
Simmel. They deconstruct received opinion about texts and strike new 
bargains with old authors. The aim is to read interactively in order to 
learn. In this book, a member of the second founding generation, Karl 
Mannheim, is subjected to such scrutiny. 

Karl Mannheim was bom in Budapest in 1893. He earned a degree 
in philosophy at the university there, with a thesis on the structure of 
epistemology. In 1919, after the successive collapses of the two post- 
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war revolutionary regimes in Hungary, Mannheim settled in Germany. 
He had already spent one of his student years there, attending Simmel’s 
lectures in cultural philosophy and sociology, and now established him¬ 
self as a private scholar in Heidelberg. He attended Alfred Weber’s 
seminars and worked closely with Emil Lederer, and these two soci¬ 
ologists sponsored his successful licensing as authorized tutor 
C Privatdozent ), on the strength of his sociological study of German 
conservatism in the nineteenth century. He gave seminars for five years 
in Heidelberg, until he was called, after several noted publications and 
a brilliant debut at the German Sociological Congress in 1928, to suc¬ 
ceed Franz Oppenheimer as professor of sociology at Frankfurt. As a 
recently naturalized citizen and Jew, he was ousted by one of the first 
National Socialist decrees, in April of 1933. Invited to London by 
Harold Laski, acting for an elite committee organized to rescue out¬ 
standing scholars victimized by the Nazis, Mannheim spent the next 
ten years as lecturer at the London School of Economics. In the middle 
of the war, then, he was appointed to the new professorship in the 
sociology of education at the University of London. He died in 1947 at 
the age of fifty-three. 

During this stressful and brief intellectual career, Mannheim produced 
much work highly regarded by his contemporaries, and he twice pub¬ 
lished major books that set the agenda for extensive discussions within 
and among several disciplines. It is still impossible to think critically 
about the sociology of knowledge without reflecting on Ideology and 
Utopia . And the continuing debates about planning continually return to 
Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction. These books have had 
careers in several countries, at different times. In its German original, 
Ideology and Utopia attracted fascinated reviews from Hannah Arendt, 
Max Horkheimer, Herbert Marcuse, Paul Tillich, and other outstanding 
representatives of the younger intellectual generation. In its English ver¬ 
sion, it has had a long, if flawed, career in the United States, after a 
disputed reception that helped initiate the careers of Edward S. Shils, 
Robert K. Merton, and C. Wright Mills. His work on crisis, reconstruc¬ 
tion, and planning began as a German-language reflection on the Ger¬ 
man disaster, addressed primarily to emigrants, but then figured in the 
English wartime debate on planning, thanks to the interest of A.D. Lind¬ 
say, T.S. Eliot, and Bronislaw Malinowski. It intrigued John Dewey and 
Louis Mumford in the United States, and it stimulated Karl R. Popper, 
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Friedrich Hayek, Robert A. Dahl, and Charles E. Lindblom to make 
influential responses. Major collections of other works by Mannheim, 
including writings left unpublished at his death, have appeared during 
the past fifty years, generating periodic reconsideration. The case of 
Karl Mannheim is not closed. 

Mannheim developed his sociology of knowledge in a series of writ¬ 
ings culminating in Ideology and Utopia , a volume of connected essays 
first published in Germany in 1929 (Mannheim 1929, 1936a). Through 
his sociology of knowledge, Mannheim attempts a social-scientific way 
of encountering and partly transcending the irrational elements in all 
thought bearing on social constitution. The hidden integrative force of 
such elements in structures of thinking, he argues, is evident from the 
disorientation effected by political strategies that expose the worldviews 
of opponents as nothing but ideologies or utopias. While this subversive 
insight was first loosed on the political world by Marxism, it soon be¬ 
came common property among all parties in Weimar Germany, accord¬ 
ing to Mannheim, generating a crisis of mutual distrust and poisoning 
political processes dependent on self-confident reflection, inquiry, de¬ 
bate, and settlements that could be defended in public. The sociology of 
knowledge promises to break through the impasse by fostering among 
the parties a realistic assessment of the social situation common to all, 
paradoxically beginning with a sociological neutralization of the insight 
into ideology and utopia. If sociology can disinterestedly show how con¬ 
trasting styles of practical social knowledge are without exception 
grounded in unacknowledged wishes derived from diverse social loca¬ 
tions, the common consciousness among politically active strata about 
this piece of highly interesting theoretical social knowledge—itself based 
on a commitment to synthesis sociologically imputable to the intelligen¬ 
tsia as stratum—can gradually expand to grasp the wider social diagno¬ 
sis that it implies. Universal awareness of ideology and utopia would 
undergo a decisive change in function, from a paralyzing political poi¬ 
son to organon for a knowledge-oriented but not conflict-free politics. 

With the destruction of these hopes in 1933, Mannheim turned to 
“planning for freedom” as the motif of his writings in exile, beginning 
with a German-language essay collection published in 1935 and much 
enlarged in English in 1940 as Man and Society in an Age of Recon¬ 
struction (Mannheim 1935a; 1940). The National Socialist dictatorship, 
he now argues, exploits a socially unconscious mass response to a world- 
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wide crisis in the institutions of liberal civilization, involving the obso¬ 
lescence of its regulative social technologies—from markets to parlia¬ 
ments to elitist humanistic education. Mannheim pleads for a preemptive 
move to a planned social order that strategically utilizes, instead of vainly 
resisting, the new social technologies that undermine the spontaneous 
self-ordering of the previous epoch. A discriminating, consensual re¬ 
construction could save many human qualities and diversities earlier 
privileged by liberalism, unlike the violent homogenization imposed by 
communist or National Socialist control through command. Without 
anachronistic confidence in obsolete forms of liberalism, planning for 
freedom would rely as far as possible on manipulated field controls (more 
recently known as steering by induced self-regulation) and other 
unbureaucratic techniques for coordinating activities that proceed best 
when experienced as spontaneous. Timely action guided by awareness 
of the impending crisis taken by leading strata whose positions are still 
sheltered from the full force of the devastating changes underway, nota¬ 
bly the English elite of gentlemanly professionals, can tame the pro¬ 
cesses that would otherwise destroy the old liberal civilization and 
condition mass populations for dictatorial domination. Planning for free¬ 
dom presupposes a reorientation among traditional elites, their accep¬ 
tance of a sociological diagnosis of the times and their willingness to 
learn prophylactic and therapeutic techniques. But Mannheim s plan¬ 
ning scheme also counts on deep continuities at prerational levels of 
commitment among his elite audience, commonly religious. Mannheim 
was never simply a rationalist. 

Mannheim’s forced exile, following the fatal outcome of the Weimar 
crisis he still addressed with muted optimism in his 1929 writings, led 
him to abandon his earlier claims about the catalytic political mission of 
a relatively unattached intelligentsia wielding a disinterested sociology 
of knowledge. Weimar intellectuals were politically articulate, inured to 
crisis-consciousness, and persuadable that party conflict merited their 
care. Although increasingly deaf to reason, the parties other than the 
National Socialist shared the ancient Western hope that, despite appear¬ 
ances, an unseen humane order hovers over the chaotic surface of his¬ 
torical events. However powerless in the ordinary sense, intellectuals 
might be made to matter in their own right, as illuminators and media¬ 
tors. In England Mannheim thought he had found a world of self-ab¬ 
sorbed scholar-hobbyists comfortably chatting with secure elites who 
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saw little reason to reconsider conventional wisdoms and who smoothly 
coopted their occasional naysayers. In Weimar Germany, he wrote to 
counter a crisis where, in his view, all principal political actors were 
being demoralized by disclosure of partisan irrationalities behind their 
reasonings. In the England of 1936, by contrast, Mannheim reported 
himself smothered by the confidence in vested prejudices pervasive in 
the political class. Instead of counteracting universal distrust, the soci¬ 
ology of knowledge now had to unsettle self-assurance, to foster a sense 
of crisis that could lead this comparatively intact elite to look to the 
sociological teachings of an outsider like himself for diagnostic and thera¬ 
peutic help. This shift in emphasis, amounting almost to a reversal, leaves 
confusing tracks in the English version of Ideology and Utopia. 

The prime victims of this confusion were American sociologists, be¬ 
cause they were the most responsive English-speaking audience for 
Mannheim s sociology of knowledge. Since they resonated to neither 
the German nor the English rhetorical sonorities discordantly com¬ 
pounded in Ideology and Utopia , they typically abstracted isolated ele¬ 
ments from the work and molded them to fit their own intellectual 
strategies, dismissing the remainder as historically conditioned excess. 
Mannheim s Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction, in turn, was 
received during the first decades after its publication by a subgroup among 
American social scientists who treated his sociology of knowledge as 
largely irrelevant, except for its most commonplace cautions against the 
dangers of deceptive ideologies, and sifted out accessible generaliza¬ 
tions about social technologies for problem-oriented planners and edu¬ 
cators. Ideology and Utopia and Man and Society in an Age of 
Reconstruction thus soon dwindled to the status of minor classics 
superceded scientifically, but useful for pedagogical exercises in aca¬ 
demic curricula. 

Mannheim s position as a seminal theorist is by no means secure. 
Important passages in his best-known political work, abstracted from 
the diagnosis of global crisis and trust in an immovable British political 
culture that pervade them, bring him close to authoritarian panaceas 
now patently obsolete. His philosophical interests and speculative meth¬ 
ods make him suspect to empirical sociologists; and his respect for 
Weberian social-scientific ideals antagonizes antipositivists. It is only 
as Mannheim’s political perplexities become pertinent again and as the 
simplistic disciplinary oppositions lose plausibility that the undeniable 
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presence of Mannheim at the starting points for compelling questions 
can be acknowledged, and the riddles of his achievements and failings 
can be recognized as bearing directly on those of the present. 

While it remains worthwhile to assess Mannheim’s contributions to 
specialized subdisciplines—the sociological study of political ideolo¬ 
gies, culture, organization, planning, politics, education, women, intel¬ 
lectuals, generations—our book, instead, investigates the design that 
brought him to all these matters. The suggestion of a design is not meant 
to indicate that there is some grand unified theory to be found or an 
elegant dialectical progression through Mannheim’s works. There is, 
rather, a search for alternatives, a complex sensibility and a distinctive 
openness to hard findings about the social world. The story of Mannheim 
is a story of working at social theorizing. He writes essays but aspires to 
synthesis and system; he wants to dig empirically and dig deep but he 
feels called to give concrete advice; he cannot stop reflecting on the 
place and role of intellectuals but he takes as a model the knowledge of 
the practical actor who commands a situation. 

Political thinking and thinking about politics figure in Mannheim’s 
thinking, even when he seems to be putting them aside. His preoccu¬ 
pation with ideologies derives from the conviction that political knowl¬ 
edge is decisive to the most fascinating and determinative processes in 
human life. He expects his findings to bear on the matters ideologies 
are about and not only on what ideologies do in society. In conse¬ 
quence, this book begins with an interpretation of Mannheim’s politi¬ 
cal interest. Since that interest poses problems about the nature of 
knowledge, the opening is by no means intended to unveil and expose 
discrediting “ideological” compulsions. Attention shifts, instead, to 
Mannheim’s humanistic efforts to circumscribe the knowledge required 
for human life and to his conclusion that sociological study has dis¬ 
placed the humanities as its method. Mannheim’s thought flourishes 
in that belief. Then comes the crisis that undermines the plausibility of 
his intellectual strategy. Mannheim’s efforts to restore his project re¬ 
quire him to cope with disillusionment and exile, and to negotiate with 
alien modes of thinking. Issues of education increasingly overshadow 
his political inquiries, and the book ends with the question of how one 
can learn from Mannheim. 

Mannheim belongs to a cultural generation and exhibits a style that 
values hints and allusions and multiple meanings, even while he ac- 
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knowledges the authority of rigorous method and the power of firm evi¬ 
dence. To follow after his thinking requires patience and tolerance for 
essayistic experimentation. 1 A characteristic feature of Mannheim’s 
thought is a willingness to reopen questions prematurely closed by oth¬ 
ers, to keep alternatives in reserve, to let difficulties find solution later. 
Although Mannheim’s conception of sociology’s disciplinary design 
professed allegiance to Max Weber’s specialist model, he located this 
design, in his reflections as in the discussions he eagerly sought, in a 
wider context that comprehended not only multiple academic disciplines 
but also the essayistic literary world of political controversy and cul¬ 
tural commentary. 

Mannheim consistently professed to value openness. This commit¬ 
ment is implicit in his rationales for publishing collections of essays 
instead of systematic works. In 1928, for example, Mannheim arranged 
the publication of his two essays on “Historicism” and “The Problem of 
a Sociology of Knowledge” together with a new essay on Max Weber in 
book form. 2 When the publisher, Paul Siebeck, asked Mannheim to re¬ 
work the two previously published essays to make a more novel and 
integrated whole, Mannheim replied: “As for the reworking of the two 
other essays, this could not be radical in any case, if only because these 
works represent a searching, experimenting penetration of the contem¬ 
porary intellectual condition; and the author’s changes in position, his 
intellectual adventures, must not be disguised” (Mannheim to Siebeck, 
October 1, 1928. JCBM). 

In both the German and the English versions of Ideology and Utopia, 
Mannheim insists that the constituent essays must be accepted as dis¬ 
tinct and overlapping experiments. In a letter to Louis Wirth, indignantly 
disputing the critical review of Ideology and Utopia by Alexander von 
Schelting in the American Sociological Review, Mannheim protests that 
von Schelting “suppresses the fact that the author expressly says that he 
is on the search, that a number of systems are at work in a single human 
being, and that therefore he himself—relying on the new method of ‘ex¬ 
perimental thinking’—does not cover over the inconsistencies that arise” 
(Mannheim to Wirth, December 28, 1936. LWP/7:11). 

This preference for the essay mode is not the product of diffidence. 
Mannheim’s theoretical assertions were aggressive enough. But he con¬ 
sidered systematic works premature. He writes in Man and Society in an 
Age of Reconstruction: 
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I feel that we should not aim at absolute consistency at too early a stage, when our 
main task is rather to break the old habits of thought and to find the new keys to the 
understanding of the changing world.... The politician, if he is to gain a follow¬ 
ing, is forced to draw up a clear and definite programme. But if there is to be a 
science of politics and of society, there must be no obligation to find a definite 
solution before the time is ripe. The sociologist must be able to say: “Thus far have 
I come and no further: the rest I leave to my successors.” (Mannheim 1940: 33) 

There are new reasons for probing the records of Mannheim’s search, 
especially since the theoretical approaches that had so confidently de¬ 
clared his work anachronistic and hopelessly eclectic have themselves 
fallen on hard times. The self-aware and self-critical rhetorical constitu¬ 
ents in his thinking, his sensitivity to cultural contexts, his informed 
skepticism about Marxist historical ontologies, his experiments with 
dialectics that eschew more than provisional syntheses, his recognition 
of multiple modes of knowing, and other features of his unfinished think¬ 
ing repay critical attention. And that requires a reconstruction of his 
project as a whole. Karl Mannheim’s most influential works turn on two 
distinct conceptions, the “sociology of knowledge” and “planning for 
freedom,” and they are generally considered apart. Yet they form a com¬ 
mon project for reconstituting political knowledge. 

Notes 

1. Mannheim never published anything but essays. His best-known works, Ideol¬ 
ogy and Utopia and Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction are collections 
of essays, different in English and German, and are each expressly announced as 
assembling “thought experiments” exploring related but not necessarily consis¬ 
tent theoretical possibilities. Five of his more ambitious treatises were left unfin¬ 
ished and unpublished, except for portions worked into essays. The five works 
are: “The Distinctive Character of Cultural-Sociological Knowledge” and “A 
Sociological Theory of Culture and its Knowability (Conjunctive and Communi¬ 
cative Thinking),” both published in Structures of Thinking ([1922-14] 1984); 
Conservatism ([1925] 1986); the original “Sociology of Spirit,” revised by his 
editors and published as “Toward the Sociology of the Mind” in Essays in the 
Sociology of Culture (1956); and Freedom, Power and Democratic Planning 
(1950). 

2. Mannheim failed to deliver the manuscript of the book and it was therefore never 
published. The originally proposed title, Wissenssoziologische Analysen zur 
gegenwdrtigen Denkweise. Drei Essays iiber M. Weber, Troeltsch und Scheler , 
was later changed by Mannheim to Analysen zur gegenwdrtigen Denklage. Drei 
Untersuchungen iiber M. Weber, Troeltsch, und Scheler. Cp. Mannheim’s letter to 
Paul Siebeck of October 12, 1928 and Siebeck’s letter to Mannheim of May 28, 
1929 (JCBM), and the first edition of Ideologic und Utopie (Mannheim 1929: 
215). 
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Karl Mannheim often commented on the social condition of the out¬ 
sider who stands on the margin of an integrated social field or on the 
boundary between two or more. No condition was more familiar to him. 
While the position of a Jewish student and young intellectual in the 
Budapest of 1910 may have been “marginal” only when viewed from 
the nationalist perspective his self-enclosed circle of assimilated Jews 
disdained, twice in his life he underwent the experience of exile and 
twice had to find a voice and a language appropriate to a newcomer. He 
left Hungary in 1919, after the failures of the social liberal and Soviet 
regimes, when the White reaction often conflated Jewish origins and 
complicity with Bela Kun; and he fled Germany for England in 1933, 
after the National Socialist decree excluding almost all Jews from the 
civil service deprived him of the Frankfurt professorship that he had 
only recently gained. 

But it was not only force of circumstance that brought him to the 
boundary. Already as a young man in Budapest he had chosen an intel¬ 
lectual place for himself between proponents of reform based on social 
science, led by Oscar Jaszi, and advocates of cultural renovation grounded 
on an aesthetic philosophy, under Georg Lukacs. And during his Ger¬ 
man academic career, he prided himself on standing between sociology 
and philosophy, as well as between the exciting world of intellectual 
criticism and the exacting world of academic rigor. 1 Mannheim’s En¬ 
glish writings include reflections on the role of the refugee, and on his 
special mission as a mediator between European and Anglo-Saxon in¬ 
tellectual modes of thinking \ and he aimed his work at creating conjunc¬ 
tions between sociology and education, between the preoccupations of 
practical reformers and those of the university (Mannheim 1940: 3-27). 
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Mannheim was not satisfied to enjoy the ironic distance and insights 
his sometime teacher Georg Siimnel ascribed to the boundary condition 
(Simmel 1968: 509-12; Honegger 1993). He believed it also creates a 
unique opportunity to mediate antithetical forces and to work for synthe¬ 
ses—indeed, that it implies a mission to do so. In his accounts of the 
sociology of knowledge, the inquiry for which he is best known, he em¬ 
phasizes that the very possibility of this approach to ideas and culture 
depends on the existence of a social stratum whose members have lived in 
diverse cultural and social settings and are now situated where they can 
experience that diversity (Mannheim [1922-24] 1982:255-71; Mannheim 
[1925] 1986:117-21). But the aim of their intellectual labors should not 
be the impressionistic relish of diversity he found in Simmel (Mannheim 
[1918] 1985), but to foment a common spirit in society. 

This preoccupation with bridging mutually alien worlds, overcoming 
conflicts, and cultivating comprehensive unities gives his thought a po¬ 
litical cast and provides one source of his interest in political thinking. 
Mannheim’s two best-known works treat materials of primary interest 
to political writers. In Ideology and Utopia , he subjects complexes of 
political ideas to sociological interpretation, and in Man and Society in 
an Age of Reconstruction he proposes a design for reorganizing the so¬ 
cial order to overcome the crises that afflict public life. In both books, 
however, he disregards primary concepts of political discourse and slights 
many issues central to political theory. In Mannheim’s writings, ques¬ 
tions of rational public policy displace questions of legitimate authority, 
justice, citizenship, or the best constitution. We find ideology and soci¬ 
ology instead of political theory, and, especially in his later writings, 
elites instead of governors, techniques of social control instead of law, 
command or coercion, questions of integration and coordination instead 
of power and resistance. Precisely because of this systematic 
recontextualization and reconceptualization of political issues, the view 
from political theory offers exceptional insight into Mannheim’s ambi¬ 
tions for sociology. 

Some writers have objected that Mannheim epitomizes a twentieth- 
century betrayal of political theory, and that his work is vitiated by sub¬ 
ordination of human action to social process. 2 Such sweeping arguments 
reify a distinctive cultural formation institutionalized in localized aca¬ 
demic traditions. The defining features of theories about politics are not, 
as many academic political theorists contend, the moral problem of ob- 
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ligation or the question of the best constitution or any theme from the 
conventional curriculum. It is more appropriate for political theorists to 
pay close attention to any sustained attempt to depict a structured rela¬ 
tionship between politics and knowledge; and it is best to recognize that 
such attempts will differ markedly in the concepts and problems made 
central, the approaches found appropriate, and the criteria for justifying 
theoretical claims. Mannheim’s engagements with political thinking 
cannot be dismissed with a formula, although his commitments to soci¬ 
ology as institutionalized cultural formation undoubtedly limit his con¬ 
tributions to political thought. 

Questions about what actors can know and how they can know it 
have special weight in political inquiry. They refer, for example, to 
that “recognition” without which authority is inconceivable; they re¬ 
fer to responsibility; and they refer to the distinctive capacity for judg¬ 
ment that all political theories locate somewhere in political life and 
that is supposed to vindicate the coercion and violence that are every¬ 
where features of that sphere. When political theorists are secure in 
their answers to questions about the nature of knowledge, they con¬ 
struct new questions that presuppose those answers—as with older 
inquiries about natural law or recent Anglo-American moral philoso¬ 
phizing on political themes. But if the problems of knowledge them¬ 
selves require new solutions, traditional topics are recast to reflect these 
fundamental investigations. 

The theme of knowledge enters the understanding of political thought 
at two levels. First are the problems that arise when theories are con¬ 
strued as structures of knowledge, not bodies of opinion. And second 
are the questions arising from tasks assigned to knowledge in the po¬ 
litical world. Mannheim thought that a sociological approach, grounded 
on the boundary position of the social type of the “intellectual,” could 
break through the impasse he found blocking thinking in both dimen¬ 
sions. What appears to Mannheim as a Copemican new insight into 
the nature of political knowledge requires a substantial reforinulation 
of traditional political concepts and relations. Mannheim proposes the 
sociology of knowledge not only as a critique of prevailing traditions 
of political thought—charging them with illusions about political 
knowledge and about their knowledge about that knowledge—but also 
as an opening to the authentic constitutive problems of liberal, conser¬ 
vative, and socialist political thought. Beyond sociology of knowledge 
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as expose of ideological distortion, then, Mannheim offers it as a way 
towards political knowledge. 

Mannheim’s political interest developed over a period of years. In his 
earliest writings he is dismissive of the political domain. Following 
German antimaterialist currents, and especially his Hungarian mentor, 
Georg Lukacs, he sets out to oppose the incorporation of ethical and 
aesthetic issues in a uniform positivist system that restricts the range of 
the thinkable by its methodological dogma. Envisioning instead a pluralist 
universe of diverse spiritual projects, he seeks to restore the legitimacy 
of humanist concerns by uncovering their respective places in disparate 
domains, each yielding its own kind of knowledge in its own way. In the 
context of these discussions, the political sphere originally appears un¬ 
interesting—an arena for the adjustment of narrow interests devoid of 
spiritual meaning. The position dramatically changed when Lukacs ex¬ 
trapolated a Communist program from the “revolutionary culturism” 
entailed by the antipositivism they shared. Mannheim shrank from this 
consequence but abandoned his disparagement of political relations. 

Mannheim’s “Letters from Exile” (1924) illustrate his movement to¬ 
wards a reassessment of politics. In sum, political responsibility is equiva¬ 
lent to bearing witness. As one of the Hungarians who left home after the 
establishment of the “White” regime in 1919, Mannheim distinguishes 
between the emigration and the exile. The emigration, he maintains, in¬ 
cludes many afraid to stay because of their unthinking participation in the 
brief Soviet regime. Others have better reasons to fear. But the “exile,” he 
contends, comprises the self-exiled like himself, someone who could re¬ 
main in Hungary without harassment but “thinks that bridging the gap 
between his own viewpoint and that of the regime is impossible.” This 
genuine exile “has an important ‘national goal.’ It saves and keeps alive 
the free spirit of the Hungarian mind and awakens the conscience of the 
Hungarian people.... The soul of the Hungarian people is for freedom, 
moral rebirth and is opposed to corruption.... We love our people more 
than these criminals.” Admittedly, such inspirational writing is far from 
Mannheim’s substantial work, but there is an intriguing parallel between 
this notion of “exile” and the recurrent motif of “homeless” intellectuals 
comprising distinct political-cultural formations of persons responsible 
for serving their people by faithfully serving the spirit. 

Mannheim’s reassessment of politics comes with a redrawing of the 
boundaries of the political. Eventually he finds an element of political 
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thinking in all thought other than the strictly technical. In the transi¬ 
tional methodological reflections leading up to the sociology of knowl¬ 
edge, he already takes practical political knowledge (as in Machiavellian 
statesmanship) as paradigm for all qualitative, nonpositivist thinking: 

While natural-scientific knowledge abstracts completely from the specific situa¬ 
tion of the knowing subject, practical-political knowledge gains its distinctive char¬ 
acter precisely from the fact that it gains knowledge from within situations and acts 
with situations in view... [T]he special capacity of the concrete, prescientific prac¬ 
tical actor consists in perspectivistically bringing the given facts into an order rel¬ 
evant to himself and to his own situation. (Mannheim [1922-24] 1982:158) 

Mannheim’s emphasis on practical judgment generates an interest in 
understanding ideas that address political matters in the narrow sense. 
By reinterpreting them in a sociological context he means to incorporate 
and to correct earlier political thought. The aim is a knowledge about 
political thinking and substantive political matters that is patterned 
methodologically on practitioners’ thinking, but includes social and philo¬ 
sophical dimensions conventionally excluded. 

When “political” is taken in a broad sense to refer to all “activity 
aiming at the transformation of the world” in conformity with a struc¬ 
tured will (Mannheim [1929] 1952:214), as Mannheim urges, the socio¬ 
logical interpretation of works in philosophy and sociology reveals the 
political character of the intellectual activities they document. When he 
traces his own pedigree to the philosophy of Hegel (Mannheim [1925] 
1986) and to the sociology of Max Weber (Mannheim [1929a] 1993), 
Mannheim is not denying the political design of his work. He treats his 
predecessors—now heedless of disciplinary classifications—by linking 
them to intellectual projects defined by liberal, conservative, and social¬ 
ist political ideologies. To view Mannheim in the context of political 
thought, then, is to take him as he saw himself. 

Mannheim and the Liberal Style of Thought 

To classify Mannheim as a political partisan who fits neatly into one 
of his own categories of ideological ideal types—as conservative, lib¬ 
eral, or socialist—would be to close one’s thinking to the principal chal¬ 
lenge implicit in all of his essays, the challenge to work patiently amidst 
discontinuity, complexity, and novelty. Yet Mannheim’s political thought 
has an identifiable point of departure and reference: the internal debates 
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about liberalism attending the rise of “social liberalism” since the end of 
the nineteenth century. In his native Hungary, such debates split the “Sec¬ 
ond Reform Generation” influential in his youth, and brought into promi¬ 
nence Oscar Jaszi, second only to Georg Lukacs in his influence on 
Mannheim’s early intellectual development. The author Mannheim later 
claims as his own philosopher, John Dewey, was the foremost American 
voice of “social” or “new liberalism.” As Alfonso Damico says in his 
study of Dewey, “The belief that mutual aid, not merely mutual forbear¬ 
ance, marks the good society is crucial to the new liberalism. To make 
liberalism a more reform-oriented political theory, its proponents attack 
the individualism of classical liberalism” (Damico 1978; Dewey [1930] 
1962, [1935] 1960; Collini 1979:13-50; Sklar 1988:33-40). Mannheim’s 
refusal to align himself with any competitor of liberalism places im¬ 
plicit limits on his political experimentation; his place in the history of 
twentieth-century liberalism clarifies central motifs in his thinking. 

In a typically ambiguous memorandum, undated but originating in 
the mid-1930s, Mannheim takes note of an “uneven development of 
[my] attitudes and thought: while my intellect recognizes that liberalism 
is obsolete, my attitudes remain on a liberal plane” (KMP). A decade 
earlier, in his work on conservative thought, Mannheim had assigned 
special importance to a distinction analogous to that between attitudes 
and thinking. He there distinguishes between the determinate patterns 
of consciousness through which humans mediate their experiences of 
the world, on the one hand, and, on the other, their conceptualized think¬ 
ing. He takes the underlying patterns as embodying formative will; they 
constitute the animating principles of a “style.” “Structural analysis” of 
a doctrine, he argues, involves the discovery of the stylistic principle 
giving it structure and therewith direction. The “style” is a plan. In Con¬ 
servatism, he also takes up the possibility of “thought” that does not rest 
upon such a structured mode of experiencing, but he treats it as a surface 
phenomenon, incapable of securing authentic knowledge. Anything like 
Mannheim’s reported “disproportion between thought and attitudes,” 
on this analysis, would call for skepticism about his conviction of the 
obsolescence of liberalism. 

During his Weimar years, Mannheim was influenced by Marxian so¬ 
cialist theory, and he recognized other contestants in the ideological field 
as well, but his deeper analyses constantly come back to a fundamental 
opposition between liberal (or progressive) and conservative political 
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thinking and to the need for synthesis between them. In his study of 
conservative thought, Mannheim offers a revealing contrast between 
the formative principles of liberal and conservative thinking. Although 
Conservatism , written for his university habilitation under conditions of 
political pressure from the nationalist Right, is artfully designed to com¬ 
municate with conservative readers, the further development of 
Mannheim’s theorizing builds on the liberal side of the comparison. 

Mannheim claims that liberalism is conditioned by a consciousness 
of the possible, not the actual; that it experiences time as the begin¬ 
ning of the future, not as the end of the past or as eternal now. Matters 
to be understood are placed in the context of a projected future or in 
essential relationship to some universal ideal norm, not in the context 
of their past or of some immanent tendency. Liberals, according to 
Mannheim, think of their fellows as contemporaries, as associates in a 
temporal continuum, not as compatriots sharing some communal space 
with past and future. Structuralism is a liberal way of organizing knowl¬ 
edge: the liberal seeks to understand things as rationalized and subject 
to purposive control. The conservative, in contrast, pursues interpre¬ 
tive intuition and appreciation. Liberals, moreover, experience the world 
as abstraction, explicable by universal theories, while conservatives 
respond to concrete, unanalyzed complexities. Tied to this, in 
Mannheim’s view, is liberalism’s vision of complex entities as accu¬ 
mulations of individual units and its perception of time as a cumula¬ 
tion of discrete moments. Mannheim emphasizes the one-sidedness of 
theories based on liberal experiences and insists on the corrective value 
of conservatism, but the synthesis he proposes is asymmetrical. Defin¬ 
ing situations in terms of a “next step,” structural analysis, theoretical 
comprehension, the perception of generations and contemporaneity are 
the major presuppositions of his subsequent work. His critiques of ra¬ 
tionalism, ahistorism, and individualism address substantive points of 
liberal doctrine requiring adjustment, but the liberal elements consti¬ 
tute the structure and plan of his inquiry. Judged by his own indicators, 
his style of thought is predominantly liberal. 

Like John Dewey, Mannheim distinguishes between an old liberal¬ 
ism and a new, and dismisses only the former as anachronistic and philo¬ 
sophically inadequate. Even in his practical political creed he builds on 
the tradition of the reformist movement led in the Budapest of his youth 
by Oscar Jaszi. Writing to Jaszi in 1936, in response to his criticism of 
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Mensch und Gesellschaft , the original German version of Man and So¬ 
ciety, Mannheim says: 

I am an old follower of yours and the impressions of my youth of the purity of your 
character are so profound that all reproofs I find paternal and they touch me 

deeply_I find the basic difference between the two of us in one thing. In my 

opinion, both of us are “liberal” in our roots. You, however, wish to stand up against 
the age with a noble defiance, while I, as a sociologist, would like to learn by close 
observation the secret (even if it is infernal) of these new times, because I believe 
that this is the only way that we can remain masters over the social structure, in¬ 
stead of it mastering us. To carry liberal values forward with the help of the tech¬ 
niques of modem mass society is probably a paradoxical undertaking; but it is the 
only feasible way, if one does not want to react with defiance alone. But I am also 
familiar with such a way of reacting, and it is probably only a matter of time until 
I join you in it. (Mannheim to Jaszi, November 8, 1936. CUL) 

Mannheim’s many departures from his liberal “roots,” even when pre¬ 
sented as tough-minded concessions to historical imperatives, can best 
be understood through his search for an inclusive and philosophically 
grounded way of comprehending liberal calls for reason, reconciliation, 
responsibility, and personal development. But the letter to Jaszi shows 
the important respect in which the parallel to Dewey fails. Far from 
serving as point of departure, as with Dewey, democracy is not highly 
valued in Mannheim’s versions of “new liberalism.” Democratic insti¬ 
tutions are instruments or social facts; the liberal task is to foster reason¬ 
ableness in their operations. Mannheim’s conception builds on continental 
liberalism, always uneasy in its alliances with democratic forces. 

Social Liberalism in Budapest 

When Mannheim arrived at the University of Budapest in 1912, he 
followed a well-established path that took him from a club for reform- 
minded students, the Galileo Circle, to its sponsoring lodge of liberal 
Freemasons and on to the meeting rooms and lectures of Jaszi’s Society 
for Social Science. The reformers avowed themselves “socialists” rather 
than “individualists” on questions of economic organization, but they 
stressed that their advocacy of planning and regulation had nothing to 
do with class struggle or class revolution, not to speak of the dictator¬ 
ship of the proletariat or the abolition of the state. The state, they thought, 
must be strong, liberal, parliamentary, and democratic. Oscar Jaszi wrote 
in 1908: 
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To raise humanity to the highest conceivable level of morality, science, aesthetics, 
and hygiene—that is the objective. The way to it is through ever greater mastery of 
objects by the human spirit. The principal idea of socialism, thoroughgoing planful 
cooperation, is undoubtedly a more scientific idea than the main idea of individu¬ 
alism. ... But at the same time there must not be missing that quantum of freedom 
which determines goals, makes discoveries possible, changes antiquated condi¬ 
tions, precludes arbitrary rule, and allows the advancement of the best. 

In support of these objectives, the reform group lent its support to the 
Socialist Party in campaigns for democratic suffrage and political liber¬ 
alization. Democratization was reconciled with the requirements for “sci¬ 
entific” policy by confidence in the influence of a dedicated and 
enlightened intelligentsia. Their authority was to be exercised, above 
all, through their contributions to creating an educated mass public. At 
the opening of a “Free School for Social Studies,” soon to be expanded 
into a program of Workers’ Schools supported by the socialist trade 
unions, Jaszi emphasized the nonpartisan but also political character of 
this activity: 

We must... make every effort to work out a new morality, a new ethics in place of 
the decaying old religious or metaphysical one. A new morality, founded on sci¬ 
ence and human solidarity.... One more word about the road to this end.... [It] 
can only be the road of free inquiry. The road knows neither dogmas nor party- 
truths. No socialist party-truths either, needless to add. (Horvath 1966: 135) 


And indeed, radical intellectuals repeatedly praised these schools for 
moderating the unthinking socialist enthusiasm of the masses. While 
the Socialist leadership saw in the Workers’ Schools an instrument for 
organizing and mobilizing the hitherto unpolitical industrial workers, 
the lecturers themselves hoped for a different kind of popular education 
and stressed the complex and technical character of problems encoun¬ 
tered in managing social change, implying that solutions of these prob¬ 
lems require leadership by the well-educated. Shortly before the First 
World War, Jaszi founded the Radical Party. Speaking to a membership 
meeting, he said: 

Guidance for the ideal politician can only come from the Platonic ideal: an age 
must come when public life is controlled by philosophers, when persons of com¬ 
plete theoretical knowledge and complete moral purity take the lead. (Pester Lloyd, 
December 31, 1918) 


Mannheim rejected the philosophical arguments and cultural premises 
supporting these social liberal pronouncements when he became absorbed 
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in Lukacs’ Sunday Circle after 1916. But variations on the substantive 
political themes recur throughout his work; and in the 1930s he reas¬ 
serted virtually the whole creed as his own. This provides an additional 
reason for placing his work in the liberal tradition. 

Structural Problems of Liberalism after Mill 

The characterization of the liberal tradition offered in this sketch of 
the style of thought and the practical political creed that were Mannheim’s 
points of departure will not satisfy those who define liberalism exclu¬ 
sively in terms of “negative freedom” or “distrust of political power” or 
“individual consent.” But an adequate conception of liberalism as a tra¬ 
dition precludes abstracting isolated points from Locke’s Second Trea¬ 
tise, Smith’s Wealth of Nations , or Mill’s Liberty and treating these as 
touchstones. The story of liberalism is a story of adjustments in classical 
conceptions, as they are placed in new contexts designed to meet chang¬ 
ing conceptions of theoretical knowledge, as well as developments in 
other, not hitherto political, studies variously taken as relevant to politi¬ 
cal theorizing by successive liberal theorists . 

In his study of John Stuart Mill and the constitution of liberalism as a 
tradition, Robert Denoon Cumming identifies deep structural problems 
confronting modem attempts to think philosophically about liberalism. 
Gumming suggests that liberalism since Mill has been preoccupied with 
method, that it has been taken up with a process of adjusting creedal 
principles to a novel set of considerations about ways of holding, dis¬ 
cussing, and legitimating political opinions. Taking Mill as the repre¬ 
sentative liberal, Cumming highlights two features characteristic of liberal 
ventures in political philosophy: first, the liberal political thinker de¬ 
fines his own intellectual situation as a period of “transition” or “crisis” 
requiring a major reinterpretation of the “tradition” comprising histori¬ 
cally liberal ethical ideals and political ideas; second, the modem liberal 
believes that in political thought as in politics conflicts are surmount¬ 
able, that they represent “differences of opinion...resolvable by some 
kind of transition and adjustment” (Cumming 1969: 16). 

In the work of John Stuart Mill, these two assumptions run through 
the essays, treatises, and journalistic writings that variously confront the 
interrelated methodological issues that Mill identifies as central to his 
concerns: 
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In politics, though I had no longer accepted the doctrine of [James Mills’] Essay on 
Government ...as a scientific theory, though I ceased to consider representative 
democracy as an absolute principle, and regarded it as a question of time, place, 
and circumstances; though I now looked upon the choice of political institutions as 
a moral and educational question more than one of material interests...; never¬ 
theless, this change in the premises of my political philosophy did not alter my 
practical political creed as to the requirements of my own time and country. I was 
as much as ever a radical and democrat for Europe, and especially for England. 
(Mill 1924: 110) 

The three central problems, interpreted as structural by Cumming, are: 

1. the relationship between political ideas and the requirements of scientific 
theory: can political ideas be recast so as to reveal them as the outcome of 
scientific inquiry, or, if not, how can they be thought of as subject to 
rational assessment and choice? 

2. appropriateness to time, place, and circumstances: is a theory of history 
the proper context for moral and political decision and, if so, does this not 
imply a relativism destructive of the constitutive dedication to the values 
proper to human nature? 

3. the question of the extent to which political teachings, as pedagogical 
components of a political order valued for its character-building, are them¬ 
selves matters of “moral cultivation” and education: is political discus¬ 
sion to be governed by its ethical effects on both discussants and auditors, 
as in rhetorical conceptions of political knowledge, and, if so, what is to 
prevent political ideas from becoming either wholly unrealistic or starkly 
manipulative? 

Mill failed to solve these problems, and, indeed, Cumming concludes 
that liberalism appears condemned to “a certain eagerness for elaborat¬ 
ing ... methodological precepts and remedial programs for the construc¬ 
tion of the science of politics—without actually constructing it” 
(Cumming 1969: 12). 

Yet the liberal thinkers represented by Jaszi believed they could solve 
Mill’s three structural problems. 

1. They thought that science, in the broad sense they gave the term, 
generates and vindicates their doctrine. As suggested by Jaszi’s distinc¬ 
tion between scientific principles and ethical purity, the knowledge 
needed may be distributed between distinct sciences of means and ends. 
Methods of knowing may differ for differing classes of objects, but in 
principle the whole forms a unified structure comprising universally valid 
relationships between the subjects and objects of knowledge, and it pro¬ 
vides the means for answering without prejudice the questions human- 
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kind must address. Formulations of both kinds of knowledge, moreover, 
are equally theoretical, logical, and demonstrable to unbiased intelli¬ 
gence. For these continental liberals, in short, idealist philosophy pro¬ 
vides a conception of knowledge that overcomes the difficulties created 
for Mill by his empiricism, while retaining the empirically founded so¬ 
cial sciences. 

When scientific intellect addresses the social and political realm, ac¬ 
cording to this theory, it finds itself as underlying principle. Things make 
sense because they are ordered by knowledge. There are two qualifica¬ 
tions. The knowledge constituting the empirical social world may be 
radically imperfect and incomplete. And events in the social world may 
be dominated for a time by irrationality. Force and ignorance have con¬ 
sequences. Civilization is an achievement of progress, not a metaphysi¬ 
cal given. This conception arises as philosophically informed supposition 
in Kant’s Idea for a Universal History, but now appears to these thinkers 
a matter of scientific knowledge yielded by the sociological inquiries 
following Comte and Spencer. As knowledge becomes more complex 
and complete, the supervision of affairs by those initiated in sociologi¬ 
cal knowledge becomes ever more feasible, but also more necessary. 

Knowledge can have effect in the world, they believe, because scien¬ 
tific method and philosophy rally those who share in knowledge self- 
confidently around rational public policies. Those most victimized by 
irrational oppression can accept the authority of the knowledgeable seg¬ 
ment of society because mass education popularizes scientific legiti¬ 
macy and because they directly benefit from alliances between 
organizations of protest and educated progressives. Democratization, 
accordingly, destroys the power of obscurantist privilege and opens the 
way to rational solutions. Like their counterparts in Germany, England, 
France, and the United States, the Hungarian reformers believed in the 
imminence of a popular scientific culture. 

The dark fears of the tyranny of the majority that had distracted J.S. 
Mill are now ascribed to insufficient confidence in the cumulative char¬ 
acter of social rationalization, failure to recognize that steady refine¬ 
ments in the division of labor elevate popular needs and beliefs. Industrial 
workers disciplined by their roles in engineered industrial workplaces 
and organized in strategy-minded unions, for example, need not be feared 
as a mob threatening to civilization. Jaszi thought that experience with 
Marxist social movements before the Boshevik upheaval confirmed the 
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feasibility of “rule in the state by laboring peasants and worker masses, 
under the leadership of the genuine, truly creative intellectuals*’ (Jaszi 
1923:12). Knowledge can be power because power depends on opinion 
and opinion can be cultivated. 

2. The liberals of Mannheim’s youth thought themselves exempted from 
the difficulties that distressed their predecessors by advances that had been 
made in both theory and practice. This does not mean that they saw the 
validity of theoretical knowledge as being relative to time and place. While 
development and progress are vital elements in the social sciences and 
while the attainment of knowledge itself progresses over time, normative 
criteria are timeless and universal. In the end, Jaszi maintained, the formal 
norms of validity derive from principles implicit in the conception of a 
rational and free humanity. Political knowledge consequently addresses 
different problems and possibilities at different times and places, but the 
standards that define them as problems or possibilities are themselves 
universal. Epistemology is not historical in principle. 

3. Similarly, the alleged strains between rhetorical uplift and scien¬ 
tific communication—the pedagogical and cognitive functions of theory, 
the contributions of knowledge to spiritual progress and utilitarian im¬ 
provement—are referred to a confused or defeatist frame of mind. Par¬ 
ticipation in knowledge, Jaszi thought, provides self-command and 
command over events. Knowledge can be inculcated in degrees and by 
stages, and the simplifications required by popularization need not com¬ 
promise the standards constituting genuine theoretical knowledge. 

A high level of material civilization, if wrought by free social actors, 
according to this doctrine, affords resources for cultural creativity and 
leisure for cultural appreciation. There is no conflict between social orga¬ 
nization for moral improvement and innovative productivity. Choices ex¬ 
perienced as dilemmas during the harsh early years of the new civilization 
now appear compatible, matters of preferences and timing. Persistent ago¬ 
nizing over the choices is a technique of obscurantist propagandists, whose 
hostility to progress in fact stems from the interests of the privileged or, at 
best, from a sensibility appropriate enough to poetic or religious genius 
but not entitled to deflect progressive reason. While important strategic 
questions of relations between moral education and intellectual interests 
remain, they can be answered by political knowledge if posed in rational 
and specific ways. The questions are not viewed as threats to the structure 
of knowledge itself. The combination of idealist philosophy and positivist 
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sociology appeared to Jaszi and his followers to overcome the philosophi¬ 
cal quandaries of liberalism since Mill. 

Those familiar with Thomas Mann’s The Magic Mountain may hear 
the sermonizing of the progressive Freemason, Settembrini, in all this 
and turn away in impatience. Such reaction, however, is not helpful for 
understanding Mannheim. He is undoubtedly moved by the consider¬ 
ations the dark Jesuitical Bolshevik, Naphta, puts before the ingenuous 
Hans Castorp. 4 Georg Lukacs was more important to Mannheim’s intel¬ 
lectual formation than Oscar Jaszi. But Mannheim does not imagine 
that negations of enthusiastic bourgeois progressivism are solutions, nor 
is he prepared to repose in the ironic, Olympian distance. For the liberal 
reformers, the most important new studies requiring recontextualization 
of liberal elements are sociological. Mannheim distanced himself from 
this intellectual structure, under the influence of Simmel and Lukacs, by 
emphasizing the importance of other historical and cultural studies. But 
his shift evidenced his conviction that Jaszi’s liberalism sacrifices vital 
interests of personal fulfillment because of its deference to a social sci¬ 
ence he considered positivist and hostile to spirituality. That is, after all, 
a liberal objection to the prevalent form of liberalism. 

During all the phases of Mannheim’s work, his writings display in 
classical form the characteristic themes Cumming leads us to expect in 
liberal thinking. He rejects the methodology utilized by the liberals and 
consequently reopens the questions they thought to have resolved with 
its help: (1) Beginning with his doctoral dissertation on epistemology, 
Mannheim recurrently sought to relate his cultural and critical inquiries 
to the philosophical delineation of knowledge and especially to the re¬ 
quirements of scientific theory; (2) the themes of history and histori- 
cism are even more pervasive in Mannheim’s work, as are (3) his efforts 
to specify how the culture-forming and pedagogical qualities of theo¬ 
retical beliefs and utterances affects their status as theory. Throughout 
his life, Mannheim described his work as a work of transition necessi¬ 
tated by a crisis in the liberal tradition and order, and he made it his 
avowed objective to develop a synthesis that would acknowledge and 
comprehend the partial legitimacy of each of the bitterly contending and 
mutually incomprehending parties making up the theoretical and politi¬ 
cal fields. His central questions ultimately turn on the character of sci¬ 
entific political knowledge. The topics of Mannheim’s studies indicate 
his lifelong preoccupation with the constitutive structural problems of 
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liberal political thinking, and this provides a third, deeper, reason for 
emphasizing his relations to liberalism. 

Science and Politics as Vocation 

In the core chapter of Ideologic und Utopie, “Is Politics as a Science 
Possible?,” 5 Mannheim exposes the longing for a science of politics as a 
typical feature of bourgeois liberal-democratic thought. Yet the essay 
associates Mannheim with the search. He observes that liberalism cre¬ 
ated the “systemic location” for a science of politics, just as it formed 
institutions like parliaments, electoral systems, and the League of Na¬ 
tions, to rationalize political conflict. As expounded in liberal doctrine, 
these conceptions are vitiated by a misleading “intellectualism” that 
overvalues the cognitive power and practical efficacy of abstract think¬ 
ing oriented to universal laws. What is needed, Mannheim argues, is a 
more adequate conception of what it means to grasp and to govern the 
political world by reason. He clearly does not advocate an abandonment 
of the underlying design. 

The continuity between Mannheim’s thesis and the liberal objective 
is made graphic by his extended metaphorical use of the term “plat¬ 
form.” In criticizing the liberal theory of knowledge, Mannheim remarks, 
“it was thus the foremost aim of this style of thought to create a purified 
platform of universally valid knowledge which is knowable and com¬ 
municable by all” (Mannheim [1929] 1952: 147). Such knowledge can¬ 
not be. But there can be a science of politics after all and a “platform” 
where it will operate. Moreover, Mannheim claims, this locus of politi¬ 
cal knowledge involves persons whose wills are free from constraints, 
who have political choice or decision before them (Mannheim [1929] 
1952: 141). 

The spatial metaphor is important here, linking bodies of knowledge 
with forums for action. Mannheim is talking about a place to stand where 
knowledge and choice matter, and that commands the field of political 
life. Established liberal conceptions of political science and parliaments 
are poor designs for such a platform. Mannheim’s proposals for politi¬ 
cal education offers a better one: 

But should there not and could there not be a form of political awakening that 
speaks to the comparatively free will which is and should to an ever greater degree 
become the foundation of the modem intellectual stratum. Would we not simply be 
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giving up a significant achievement of European history precisely in the critical 
moment when the part machine threatens to overwhelm us, if we did not make the 
attempt to strengthen the tendencies which enable us to make decisions on the 
basis of prior comprehensive orientation? Is political awkening only possible by 
way of strict discipline? Is not a will that has incorporated criticism also a will, and 
even a higher form of will, which should not be readily renounced...Or must it 
be assumed that only preparation for an insurrection is to be deemed political ac¬ 
tion? Is not the continual transformation of conditions and people also 
action?...And is it to be assumed that precisely the will which seeks to establish 
a dynamic equilibrium, which has comprehensive vision, lacks a tradition and form 
of cultivation appropriate to it? Would it not be in the general interest to create new 
centers of political will quickened by critical conscience? There exists the need for 
a platform where that which is necessary for such a critical orientation...can be 
taught in way which presupposes people still searching for solutions, people who 
have not yet committed themselves. (Mannheim [1929] 1952: 160. Cp. Mannheim 
1936a: 163) 

But if the difficulties that Mill had identified have not been solved by 
the proposals of Jaszi and his generation, how can the comprehensive 
vision for such a science come about and gain validity as well as achieve 
a political effect? Mannheim originally intended “Is Politics as a Sci¬ 
ence Possible?” to serve as a point of departure for Ideology and Uto¬ 
pia ,, and thus as a programmatic introduction to a sociology of knowledge 
offered as “organon” for such a science. Mannheim’s diverse writings 
in sociology of knowledge are linked by the conviction that the new 
inquiry is central to any strategy for creating a rapprochement between 
politics and reason. He always maintained that it has important transfor¬ 
mative effect on its practitioners: the sociology of knowledge calls in¬ 
tellectuals to their vocation of striving for synthesis. It changes their 
relationship to the parties contending in society, giving them distance 
and synoptic vision (Kettler 1967). But Mannheim’s conception of the 
specific ways the sociology of knowledge affects the state of political 
knowledge fluctuated and changed. There are three principal models: 
(1) Sociology of knowledge as a pedagogical but also political mode of 
encountering and acting upon the other forces that make up the political 
world, serving as a mediating force that reorients all vital participants in 
the political process and generates the synthesis that makes possible the 
“next step” in a sequence of human activities having intrinsic value; (2) 
sociology of knowledge as an agency of enlightenment, comparable to 
psychoanalysis, freeing men and women for rational and responsible 
choices by uncovering unrecognized compulsions and enabling them to 
gauge realistically the consequences of their actions; and (3) sociology 
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of knowledge as a weapon against prevalent myths and as a method for 
freeing social science from bias, so that it can master the fundamental 
public problems of the time and guide appropriate political conduct. 

Before 1932, Mannheim’s work fluctuates between the first two ver¬ 
sions: afterwards, and especially after 1933, the third increases in im¬ 
portance. All three versions can best be understood in the context of the 
quest for an adequate philosophical mode for liberalism. The shifts in 
emphasis among them during his English career depend on his accom¬ 
modation to patterns of thinking in his new English-speaking audiences, 
on changes of Mannheim’s diagnosis of the main obstacles to effective 
political knowledge, as well as on his changed assessment of the pros¬ 
pects for knowledge, planning and rational rule. With his later concep¬ 
tion of “thought at the level of planning,” he comes close to claiming 
success in the search for a science able to “contribute,” as he writes to 
Louis Wirth on the outbreak of the war in 1939, “both to the interpreta¬ 
tion of the appalling events and to the right action” (Mannheim to Wirth, 
September 17, 1939. LWP/7:11). Like John Stuart Mill, whose Logic 
provides Mannheim with a key concept in his work on planning, 
Mannheim comes close to Comte in his ultimate celebration of rule by 
scientific social knowledge. Unlike Mill, he never drew a persuasive 
line of separation between his late thought and positivist authoritarianism. 
This failure was due in part to his biographical destiny, and in part to the 
state of sociology, the discipline he selected to legitimate his work. 

Notes 

1. A programmatic statement can be found in Mannheim’s “Announcement” (1929) 
on the occasion of taking over the editorship of the Schriften zur Philosophic und 
Soziologie, originally founded by Max Scheler and published by Friedrich Cohen, 
Bonn. There Mannheim writes, “Collaboration between the two disciplines [phi¬ 
losophy and sociology] should not obliterate boundaries, yet mutual stimulation 
should be one aspiration. Neither displacing the initially philosophical context of 
inquiry with sociology nor burying empirical methods under empty speculation 
in the social sciences can be desirable. Cooperation can have but one purpose, 
namely that philosophical questions become a part of this newest level of world 
orientation in science and life, and that sociology in the attempt to permeate real¬ 
ity empirically keeps its investigative impulses always uniformly centered. Phi¬ 
losophy gives up if it does not deal with contemporary problems, sociology if it 
loses the center of its inquiry” (AA). 

2. Sheldon Wolin, Hannah Arendt, and Robert Nisbet have emphasized the con¬ 
trasts between the presuppositions underlying sociological concepts and the hu¬ 
manist political tradition. For an influential statement, see Wolin (1960: ch.10). 
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3. Jaszi (1908). Quoted in Horvath 1966: 290. 

4. On the resemblance between Naphta and Mannheim’s most admired mentor, Georg 
Lukacs, see Marcus-Tar (1982). 

5. Because the English translation revises several concepts and formulations perti¬ 
nent to the present context, including the title of the essay, we are retranslating 
from the German original: “1st Politik als Wissenschaft moglich?” (Mannheim 
([1929] 1952). 
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Idealism, Romanticism, and Sociology 

Thinkers properly begin the pursuit of knowledge, according to 
Mannheim, by attempting to grasp the intellectual situation of their own 
time. The starting point is defined by the prevailing “problem constella¬ 
tion,” the questions and issues widely discussed by recognized thinkers. 
Moreover, Mannheim concedes a presumption in favor of approaches 
gaining strength in a thinker’s own generation, ways of thinking among 
literary intellectuals and political thinkers as well as academic scholars. 
If there is conflict or incoherence, thinkers must attempt to clarify the 
scene, but they may not deny their complicity in the intellectual uncer¬ 
tainties of their peers. 

There was no shortage in Mannheim’s generation of young thinkers 
yearning for truths more humane and inspiring than those provided by 
academic scholarship; and the calls for renewal of culture or community 
and for a politics of wisdom and greatness were cliches of cultural jour¬ 
nalism. What distinguishes Mannheim is his intellectual conscience. Moved 
by Romantic protests against rationalism and positivism, he nevertheless 
refuses to dismiss the achievements or methods of the burgeoning sci¬ 
ences. The goal of a comprehensive vision to overcome the crisis of dis¬ 
orientation he diagnoses inspires him, but he seeks a mediating way, 
aspiring to conciliate and coordinate discordant spiritual powers. 

Despite his eagerness to encompass the diversity of knowledge, 
Mannheim cannot, of course, accept all the knowledge claims of all 
thinkers whose works he examines. But he characteristically challenges 
claims only in part, querying the depth, scope, or duration of their valid¬ 
ity. Much of Mannheim’s work is devoted to classifying types of knowl¬ 
edge, mapping the routes appropriate to diverse ways of knowing 
(Mannheim [1922] 1964). The dispute about Max Weber’s method that 


29 





30 


Karl Mannheim and the Crisis of Liberalism 


framed Mannheim’s first sociological efforts was not about “methodol¬ 
ogy” in the narrow sense; the issues also concerned types, range, and 
scope of knowledge (Frisby 1976; Wagner and Zipprian 1994). Because 
of the narrow connotations of the term “method,” it is better to accentu¬ 
ate the etymologically related but normally dead metaphor of “ways” to 
capture Mannheim’s image of knowledge as a multilevelled, boundless 
terrain traversed by many approaches. His earliest philosophical posi¬ 
tion, influenced by neo-Kantian and phenomenological teachings, is plu¬ 
ralistic, insisting on irreducible differences in ways of knowing things 
irreducibly different. But even when he believes himself to have found a 
way of articulating theoretically what he had initially described as only 
a longing for metaphysical unification, he insists that the philosophy of 
history that provides dialectical synthesis cannot be deduced or imposed 
by some all-comprehending superlogic. It emerges from the variegated 
flow of ordinary disciplined intellectual life. In practice, then, Mannheim 
remained catholic in his determination to find some truth in all current 
systems of belief and, above all, in his respect for the findings of all 
disciplined inquiry. If there is eventually to be a comprehensive knowl¬ 
edge, it will have to embrace all inquiries, show the foundations of their 
distinctive achievements, and vindicate its own claims by standards as 
demanding as established ways of knowledge. 

During his years of expounding and justifying a sociology that would 
provide comprehensive orienting knowledge to enable actors to take the 
“next step,” Mannheim nevertheless insisted on the value of other kinds 
of sociological investigations, including those patterned on the physical 
sciences. And during the most productive years of his life, he thought 
that his preferred sociology would come about through interaction with 
those complexes of political ideas he designated by the commonly dis¬ 
missive term “ideology,” but treated in a way that transformed the func¬ 
tion of the concept. Mannheim saw himself interacting with a field of 
intellectual forces and objectifications, for which no English word serves 
as well as the German Geist, intervening strategically to redirect cre¬ 
ative energies active there, to recontextualize and thus reinterpret exist¬ 
ing achievements, as well as to inspire innovation. Despite his talk of 
synthesis and later of planning, Mannheim envisioned an inherently 
unfinished formative process no one could control. 

His willingness to negotiate with competing thinkers equipped him 
to address the larger Budapest intellectual community with philosophi- 
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cal explanations of Lukacs’ cultural project during the middle war years, 
presenting the public face of the Sunday Circle. After his emigration 
from Hungary, he strove first to find a place in a philosophical scene 
more differentiated and technically demanding than the intense belletristic 
ambience of Lukacs’ Sunday Circle, his first audience. Surprisingly, 
this brought him to the new academic discipline of sociology, on the one 
hand, and to political reflections in a politicized culture whose partisan 
institutions and ideological complexity does not permit the luxury of 
tacit participation he had enjoyed in the prewar unity of Hungarian 
oppositionists. 


Dilemmas of Culture 

Karl Mannheim’s first German publication was a 1920 review of Georg 
Lukacs’ Theory of the Novel , a work he had already read in manuscript, 
as a devoted young follower of the author. Lukacs maintains that Goethe’s 
Bildungsroman, Wilhelm Meister , is an attempt to mediate between ide¬ 
alist and romantic views of the world. Both have valid insights into the 
human condition, but each confutes the other. Idealists see the abyss 
between the ideal that reason can know and the reality encountered by 
experience; and they call for a life of heroic and self-denying service to 
the unattainable ideal. Romantics reject idealism as a devitalizing indif¬ 
ference to the sensations and energies of life, and they contend that act¬ 
ing in the world as if it could or should meet the demands of abstract 
reason leads to violence against the human soul and to chaotic failures. 
Romantics focus instead on the refinement of sensibility, seeking an 
opening to spirituality and experience, to move the soul toward fulfill¬ 
ment. Idealists counter that the romantic course leads to subjectivism, 
disillusionment, or submission to brute facts glossed over by bogus spiri¬ 
tuality. Goethe sought a way out of the impasse, Lukacs contends, by 
leading Wilhelm Meister through a self-transformational social devel¬ 
opment, alternating between the contrasting emphases; but Goethe’s ef¬ 
fort collapses because he cannot consistently present Wilhelm Meister 
as fulfilling the commitments entailed by each successive social iden¬ 
tity while simultaneously recognizing that their meanings are only pro¬ 
visional. Writing in 1914, Lukacs views Goethe’s failure as a symptom 
of persistent cultural crisis, and he looks ahead to the new, authentically 
grounded culture signalled by the revolutionary writings of Dostoyevsky. 
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Mannheim shared with more than one philosophical generation in 
Germany the idea of reconciling, in a philosophically apt way, the ro¬ 
mantic insight into the flux of all things and the idealist vision of a ratio¬ 
nal order. The philosophical journal that published his Lukacs review 
brought into collaboration a group of thinkers ranging from Heinrich 
Rickert and Max Weber to Edmund Husserl and Friedrich Meinecke 
and graphically signalled a similar ambition on every volume: an em¬ 
bossed head of Heraclitus and the bold title Logos. Lukacs published in 
it, as did Mannheim himself; and the journal Szellem , which Lukacs had 
originated and where Mannheim got his start, was to have been an Hun¬ 
garian pendant to Logos , similar to one that saw several editions in Rus¬ 
sian. Like the other serious scholars assembled by Logos , Mannheim 
recognized that agreement on common themes is not the same as an 
agreed way. 

Lukacs’ dramatic statement of the issues profoundly touched Mann¬ 
heim in his early years. He began writing to Lukacs before he was twenty, 
and one of his letters of that time expresses his heartfelt determination 
to immerse himself in the life of Dostoyevsky, “since I feel that a knowl¬ 
edge of his life promises solutions” (Mannheim 1971:98). The prob¬ 
lems for which he seeks solutions are much like those Lukacs formulated 
with such polish, except that for Mannheim questions about guiding 
one’s life are increasingly subordinated to questions about the possibil¬ 
ity of the necessary knowledge. By the time he reviewed Lukacs’ work, 
he had long given up the hope for some unmediated, Dostoyevskian 
access to the soul, earlier proclaimed a precondition for criticism, and 
he had greatly refined the philosophical definition of his central con¬ 
cerns. But he did not yet call himself a sociologist. 

Mannheim’s way to sociology began with a youthful rejection of the 
sociology promoted by Oscar Jaszi. Mannheim was principal author of 
the only publication issued by the “Free School for Studies of the Hu¬ 
man Spirit,” a lecture and seminar series that grew in 1917 out of the 
Sunday Circle inititiated by Lukacs that proudly asserted the standpoint 
of the German Geisteswissenschaften against the Sozialwissenschaften 
disseminated by the Free School of the Society for Social Science. Ac¬ 
cording to the anonymous introduction to Mannheim’s pamphlet, the 
new “Free School” was distinguished, first, by the fact that its lectures 
“seek to express the point of view that recognizes the problem of tran¬ 
scendence (in opposition to the materialism that is already receding into 
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the past), the unconditional validity of principles (in opposition to rela¬ 
tivistic impressionism), the pathos of normative ethics” (in opposition 
to an anarchic worldview) (Mannheim 1918). Second, the sponsoring 
group rejected the aim of popularizing knowledge, speaking only to 
“those who no longer require the primer knowledge provided by lec¬ 
tures that are never more than introductory.” The operations of the Free 
School for Humanistic Studies exemplify its program. The lecture and 
seminar series presupposes that “the culture of Europe is turning, after 
the Positivism of the Nineteenth Century, once again towards metaphysi¬ 
cal idealism.” “It is not a matter of new knowledge alone, but of a new 
culture .” And this reborn culture is carried by “the type of European 
now in the making.” In this context, the Free School at work is a cultural 
creation: “The lectures are to help [these new Europeans] find them¬ 
selves and to gather strength from the consciousness of [constituting] an 
new generational community.” Since the task is to clarify the objectives 
and to mobilize the resolve of individuals already implicitly committed 
to the work of renovating culture, appeals to a mass audience would 
make no sense. The “generation” is destined for its mission; only “con¬ 
sciousness” is needed. 

This “culturist” conception polemicizes against the lecture series as¬ 
sociated with Jaszi’s Society for Social Science, since the latter was an 
institute for popular enlightenment. Politically, the social scientists sought 
to fulfill an ideal of rational leadership: by exposing social evils and 
their causes and by proposing effective remedies, intellectuals create a 
progressive public opinion that acts for change. For Lukacs, Mannheim, 
and their associates, in contrast, intellectuals do not require the collabo¬ 
ration of nonintellectuals. What intellectuals do on their own—in their 
Free School, for example—has consequences for all because it revolu¬ 
tionizes the culture, a domain with more profound effects than the sur¬ 
face arenas of clashing social interests. Yet it is inaccurate to characterize 
the conflict between the followers of Jaszi and Lukacs as a clash of 
political objectives. While the Russian and German exemplars of the 
culturist group were politically conservative, revulsion against resur¬ 
gent Hungarian anti-Semitism combined with hopes of imminent trans¬ 
formation in a stagnant Hungary brought the two groups of intellectuals 
into the practical alliances exemplified by their collaboration on the new 
journals Nyugat (The West) and Huszadik Szazad (Twentieth Century). 
No substantial segment of the Hungarian “Generation of 1900,” over- 
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whelmingly Jewish in origin, betrayed the common foundation myth of 
emancipation (Lukacs 1988: 138). They clashed over its actualization. 

Mannheim’s inaugural lecture for the Free School, “Soul and Cul¬ 
ture,” (Mannheim [1918] 1964) documents the inclusiveness of his as¬ 
pirations, as well as offering an authentic interpretation of the group’s 
program. He opens with two surveys to circumscribe the position: a 
catalogue of persons and movements to which the lecturers’ collective 
claims affinity and a preliminary calendar of tenets. The first list begins 
with Dostoyevsky, “one with us in worldview and sense of life,” and 
Kierkegaard, “with the same ethical convictions as we”; then follow the 
philosophers, Lask and Zalai, and two journals, the German Logos and 
Lukacs own short-lived Szellem. 1 Paul Ernst and Alois Riegl appear as 
sources for “our aesthetic views,” and the survey concludes “that in our 
artistic culture we could well use as our slogan Cezanne, the new French 
lyric poetry—especially the movement of the Nouvelle Revue Fran- 
5 aise—and Bela Bartok or Endre Ady...and the Thalia theater move¬ 
ment.” “Naturalism and impressionism in art” as well as “Marxism in 
sociology” Mannheim lists as movements that have been “factors in our 
development” that the members of the group have outgrown, “although 
we do not want to forget what they taught us.” The impression formed 
by the name-slogans is reinforced by Mannheim’s doctrinal summary: 
“Our ethical and aesthetic convictions are marked by a firm normativism, 
unbound by academic rules. Our worldview is characterized by an ide¬ 
alism aspiring toward metaphysics, but far removed from the strained 
idealism of dogmatic religion” (Mannheim [1918] 1964:68). 

Turning from general slogans, Mannheim contends that the unity of 
the group can best be understood as a shared perspective on culture. 
Making a crucial distinction, they see subjective culture as the activity 
of the soul, “striving to realize itself through a medium alien to it,” and 
objective culture as comprising “all the concrete manifestations of the 
spirit, as transmitted... in the course of historical development as a 
legacy of humankind.” The problem is to relate these aspects to one 
another. Mannheim follows Simmel in seeing a tragic discordance. 
Hegel’s comforting synthesis lacks philosophical warrant and offers no 
help for the human soul. Although highest worth attaches only to the 
self-realization of the soul, the soul can attain fulfillment—save in a few 
chosen individuals who have special mystical gifts—only through some 
“work” (in the sense used by Meister Eckhart). An ever widening gap 
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between the subjective and objective dimensions of culture results from 
this external dependency of the creative soul. The tragedy of culture is 
that the accumulation of works past and present becomes ever more 
independent of the experiences and activities of the soul. 

This autonomy of objective culture derives from several paradoxical 
attributes of cultural work. To order the inchoate energies and experi¬ 
ences of the soul, the act of creation requires submission to the laws 
governing the medium used; and such submission introduces into the 
work something alien to its source in the soul. The fulfillment the soul 
seeks, even demands not only an exteriorizing and ordering of its expe¬ 
riences, but also communion through the work with other souls. Yet the 
qualities in the work that make communication possible, its attributes as 
social event, bring additional external factors into culture, as it comes 
under the sway of the heterogeneous and soulless forces that shape his¬ 
tory. A deep yearning of the soul is also satisfied by the fact that the 
work can live and be deepened beyond the lifetime of its creator. But 
this capacity for transcending time is no less paradoxical than the other 
inherent attributes of the work, because it also makes possible the per¬ 
petuation of techniques and the imitation of works after all meaning and 
life have left them. Culture, in short, tends towards “misdevelopment,” 
towards inauthenticity. 

Mannheim then moves to a scheme of three stages for this misde- 
velopment, correlating patterned changes in subjective and objective 
culture. Each historical period manifests progressively greater distance 
between the soul and the work, while corresponding to one of the im¬ 
plicit “intentions” ( Wollen )—a concept borrowed from Riegl—animat¬ 
ing the diverse modes of human activity. At the first stage, cultures are 
religious and whole. The soul addresses itself to “primeval facts” and 
the “creator is occupied directly with the soul itself. While it cannot be 
comprehended, it is actually present to him.” Second come artistic cul¬ 
tures, “when human efforts are applied to the best and most thorough 
working of the material.” The third stage brings a culture that is aes¬ 
thetic and critical. A strong “feeling of estrangement” comes to the fore; 
“the discrepancy between forms and substances becomes increasingly 
clear”; and the critic flourishes while the creative artist is impotent. 

Not surprisingly, Mannheim argues that the culture of his time has 
reached the crisis of the third stage. The need is to bring it through. The 
soul is at its furthest remove from fulfillment, although cultural actors 
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are exercising a genuine and thus valuable “intention.” “An aesthetic 
culture... directs its contributors exclusively to their special capacity 
for appreciating form as such, to the detriment of their other capabilities 
and immersion in life.” Culture then becomes a golem , taking on a life 
that dominates its human creators: it has “no more relation to the soul 
than has a parasite to its host,” and individuals are condemned “always 
to feel that the contents they encounter are alien and no parts of them¬ 
selves, and impelled to remain aloof from these contents because inca¬ 
pable of judgment.” But the moment of crisis also promises a vital 
turning-point: 

The alienation becomes visible to the individual when here and there a soul is 
already shaken by new experiences, the primeval facts of the soul. Only then is it 
evident that the old contents no longer speak to us and that the old forms have 
become strange. We now live in such an epoch... [W]hile the new contents ap¬ 
pearing on the horizon are as yet unformed, their lightning-like immediacy makes 
obsolete much that is old (Mannheim 1918 [1964]:75). 

Mannheim underlines the assertion in the pamphlet’s introduction that 
it is precisely his generation, “knitted together by a common develop¬ 
ment and shared sense of life,” that can fulfill the promise implicit in the 
cultural crisis. The generation must heed “the signal of the renewal of 
culture,” become fully conscious of itself and thus of its mission, and— 
in that very process—transform its relation to culture and thus the cul¬ 
ture itself. Wild experiments in search of new forms and new creativity 
will not help; they will not transform the situation. The injunction of the 
historical moment must be heeded; the generation must prepare the way 
by performing the task of criticism assigned to it. “Even if it is never 
granted to us to see the new contents shaped by a new form,” he per¬ 
orates, “we know we will have accomplished something if we prepare 
the way for the new culture, for which we so yearn, by as complete an 
understanding as possible of the old” (Mannheim 1918 [1964]:84). 

Despite resemblances between the pattern of Mannheim’s argument 
in “Soul and Culture” and Lukacs’ well-known Marxist interpretation 
in History and Class Consciousness— self-conscious action by those 
appropriately situated in a world-historical crisis revolutionizes the 
world—Mannheim kept his distance from Marxism until after the pub¬ 
lication of History and Class Consciousness in 1923. When he writes on 
Lukacs in 1921, he harks back to writings antedating his mentor’s abrupt 
conversion to communism. Mannheim’s culturist enthusiasm has damp- 
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ened, and his vision of apocalyptic meanings in the historical moment 
has gone, but the centrality of the cultural problem remains and social 
analysis remains suspect. His review of The Theory of the Novel 
(Mannheim [1920] 1993) sums up what Mannheim thought at the outset 
of his independent intellectual career about contradictions between ide¬ 
alism and romanticism, especially in the domain of knowledge, and about 
ways of mastering the apparent impasse. 

He praises Lukacs, first, for recognizing that each of the many ways 
of knowing a given object is autonomous and has its own logical struc¬ 
ture. An aesthetic view of an object’s form, for example, requires that 
the elements of form are recognized as spiritual entities, interconnected 
by relations appropriate to such entities, and not by the causal linkages 
required if the object were to be explained as a physical field of force. 
Such pluralism respects the idealist concern for logical order and struc¬ 
tural analysis, but it avoids the reductionism inherent in the modem 
search for universal abstract laws that has led idealism in its neo-Kantian 
form to assimilate all knowledge to the model of science. Second, 
Mannheim celebrates Lukacs’ attempt to find a level of interpretation 
able to account for the emergence of the plurality of inquiries and re¬ 
veal the reasons for the variety of logics. Mannheim speaks of this 
level as a metaphysical one, but agrees with Lukacs that it will take 
the form of a philosophy of history. This form accords with modem 
romanticism, with its acute sensibilities for historical experience, but 
avoids the subjectivism and relativism with which historicism has come 
to be linked. 

Mannheim thus lays out the two central issues of reductionism and 
relativism that occupy his philosophical speculations and that he carries 
forward into his subsequent sociological work. The autonomy of the 
various domains of knowledge counters the reductionist tendency to bring 
everything down to a fundamental unified science of the analytically 
simplest parts, like psychology or materialist sociology. The “metaphys¬ 
ics” projected differentiates itself into these autonomous activities, and 
its theory interprets them “from the top down.” The possibility of such 
an integrative philosophy, in turn, counters relativism, while acknowl¬ 
edging diversity and change. In keeping with the Logos program—and 
in reminiscence of “Soul and Culture”—Mannheim signals the hope 
that a way can be found to perform what Hegelian dialectics promised, 
despite the collapse of the Hegelian system. 
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His publication of the review may also have been intended as a 
gesture of support for Lukacs, who was in perilous exile as former 
commissar of education in the communist Kun regime. But the tribute 
to Lukacs disregarded what Mannheim knew to be Lukacs’ departures 
from the position established in The Theory of the Novel (Mannheim 
[1920] 1993). Lukacs proclaimed himself a Marxist in 1918 and pub¬ 
lished several of his remarkable Hegelian renderings of Marxist theory 
in Hungarian periodicals before the end of the six-month Soviet inter¬ 
lude. Although Mannheim accepted appointment as university lecturer 
from Lukacs in 1919, notes of his philosophy course he then prepared 
indicate no breach with the pre-revolutionary Sunday Circle approach 
(Karadi and Vezer 1985; Kettler 1971; Gabor 1983; Gluck 1985; Lowy 
1979; Congdon 1983; Kadarkay 1991). Mannheim was fascinated by 
Lukacs’ History and Class Consciousness when it appeared in 1923, 
after he had already immersed himself in sociological problems, but 
he never accepted the book’s revolutionary teachings. Nor was he sat¬ 
isfied, as his thinking matured, that Lukacs’ earlier Hegelianism, ori¬ 
ented primarily to Hegel’s aesthetic writings, comprehended enough 
of modem knowledge to serve him as more than an inspiration. Lukacs 
inspired his philosophical searches for alternatives to the neo-Kantian 
rationalism taught at the University and presupposed by Jaszi’s for¬ 
mulation of progressive liberalism, but it was Jaszi who remained 
Mannheim’s model in political thinking. 

Sociology and Culture in Heidelberg 

While Mannheim never followed Lukacs in his conviction that the 
communist revolution signified the redemptory crisis promised in “Soul 
and Culture,” he did move towards Lukacs’ belief that the destiny of 
culture and thus the recovery of the deep knowledge needed for fulfill¬ 
ment was linked to the social and political awareness of those destined 
to carry it forward. In Heidelberg he developed a renewed interest in 
issues central to progressive social scientists, but he addressed them by 
methods designed to meet the romantic objections that had originally 
drawn him away from progressive social science. With the dispersion 
and disillusioning of the culturist “generation” embodied in the Sunday 
Circle, Mannheim turned to a more cosmopolitan search for a context to 
give meaning to his identity as an intellectual. 
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Mannheim (1921-22) offered an initial interpretation of his place in 
the postwar intellectual scene in his two “Letters from Heidelberg” written 
in Hungarian for an emigre literary audience. Still writing as a Budapest 
intellectual, he is struck by the historical decentralization of German 
cultural life. But the distinctive local tendencies are now mingling, he 
reports, and Heidelberg offers a microcosm. There is value in the imme¬ 
diacy of contact among intellectuals within such manageable bound¬ 
aries, although there is also some “provincialism” in the bad sense, first 
because individuals are not stimulated to experiment beyond the limits 
of comfortable bourgeois ways of living, however audacious their think¬ 
ing, and second, because rare individuals possessing political or pro¬ 
phetic gifts, like Max Weber, cannot manifest their powers on a 
sufficiently large stage. 2 

Mannheim’s epistolary essay portrays the spiritual condition of the 
“thin layer” of “progressive German intellectuals,” as seen from the dis¬ 
tance provided by an intellectual in exile. He writes with irony about the 
pervasiveness of idiosyncratic programs among a disoriented but pro¬ 
lific and enthusiastic intelligentsia. In language that strikes familiar chords 
in the 1990s, Mannheim observes: 

One discovers rhythm, the other dance, the third education, and still others faith, 
God, Blacks, style, unity, or the theater. And whatever someone accidentally seizes 
upon becomes the center of the universe, the foundation stone of rebirth, the prom¬ 
ised land of all life to come, for which he alone is the apostle.... This is why the 
German intellectual lacks distance. He does not recognize the difference between 
great and small because he imagines that he is always in the midst of grandiose 
actions. 

Nevertheless, Mannheim avows that these are the people he loves and 
among whom he belongs. Moreover, he believes they are preparing some¬ 
thing that will become of paramount importance. In these letters, the 
“intellectual” is not a sociological construct but a member of a cultur¬ 
ally scattered cosmopolitan community, whose members know, address, 
read, recognize, and judge one another, even when they cannot meet to 
talk, and whose centering on matters of the spirit makes them barely 
comprehensible to the rest of the world. He speaks of such humanisti¬ 
cally educated intellectuals as a “caste,” and hyperbolically traces a 
prominent contemporaneous confusion in thought to the fact that the 
caste lines are not marked by external signs, as in China and India: “I 
respect the exertions (which may in time acquire some meaning) but 
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simultaneously despise the lies of those who try to fulfill the Romantic 
dream—under nationalist or racist slogans or under the banner of the 
class struggle—that they are at one with the race or class for which they 
articulate representative programs.” Intellectuals have their own distinc¬ 
tive goal, he maintains. Their struggles and yearnings are properly di¬ 
rected to finding a “home,” a world in which the spirit can be secure. 

Mannheim portrays Heidelberg as polarized between an intellectual 
grouping centered on the sociological legacy of Weber and another con¬ 
stituted by the charismatic force of the poet Stefan George—one, Prot¬ 
estant, progressive, scientific, and the other, Catholic in sensibility, 
reactionary, aesthetic. Mannheim’s history of misgivings about the phi¬ 
losophy and culture underlying the Hungarian sociologists’ version of 
liberalism and his devotion to the cultural preoccupations of the Sunday 
Circle might make it seem likely that he would gravitate to the pole 
opposed to sociology. But Mannheim’s comment on the Stefan George 
circle suggests an important difference between the literary antipositivist 
movement in which Mannheim had come of age and what he encoun¬ 
tered in Heidelberg, and it indicates some of his reasons for turning 
instead to Max Weber’s brother, the cultural sociologist Alfred Weber. 
He claims that the George circle, despite its many merits and accom¬ 
plishments, ultimately fails to contribute to the transformation of life 
and the radical renewal of spirit that he considered necessary. Their hu¬ 
manism proves too literary and conventional. They pose the problem of 
spiritual homelessness but “their solution is a closing of the eyes. To 
comfort themselves with the feeling of rootedness, they isolate them¬ 
selves, wrap themselves in cultural stuff, and—neglecting to include the 
world among their own objects—alienate themselves.” An ordinary thun¬ 
derstorm, he concludes, would suffice to dispell the illusion of strength 
created by the sheltering hills, and to expose this antiprogressive circle 
as flagging symbols of a bygone era. 

For Mannheim, as for Lukacs, the involvement in culture was bound 
up with the conviction that the old cultural contents had become obso¬ 
lete and lifeless, and thus with a passionate attention to history as the 
locus for radical renewal. The problem was to find the historically apt 
way of attending to history. The “Heidelberg Letters” show Mannheim 
reluctantly taking leave from the aesthetic and metaphysical investiga¬ 
tions of his Hungarian years, but they also evidence his continued feel¬ 
ing for the thoughts and cultural experiences that first shaped him. He 
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never abandons his first questions, but he finds that “the world” must be 
more clearly recognized in the search for answers. Moreover, his choice 
entails a move from the company of intellectuals, taken as an undiffer¬ 
entiated literary company. “On one side,” he writes, “is the university, 
on the other the boundless literary world” (Mannheim 1921-22). The 
academic discipline he considers most competent to comprehend the 
situation is sociology. Compared to the illusory cultural haven inhabited 
by the Stefan George circle, sociology appeared as a place for historical 
understanding and practical development. 

Sociology was a strong and growing intellectual and spiritual force, 
and for that reason alone required attention. Yet there was also much 
about it that was threatening. Sociology belonged to the social progress 
that was inimical to the cultural renewal Mannheim craved, and it propa¬ 
gated methods and standards of knowledge that scorned the spiritual 
intentions constitutive of authentic cultural works. For the 
antipositivism and metaphysical yearnings that Mannheim brought to 
Heidelberg from Budapest, the idea of a cultural sociology involves a 
puzzle, if not a paradox. How can a sociology comprehend culture and 
contribute to its renovation, when it appears as the organon of intellec¬ 
tual methods hostile to culture? The question then was whether there 
could be a sociology in the service of culture, a study of humans as 
historically socialized beings that would act against social ossification 
of creative individuals. Only such a sociology might make intellectu¬ 
als “feel that they exist and that they are important and effective” with¬ 
out the deceptive shelters from the world that secluded the followers 
of Stefan George and rendered them romantic in the bad sense. A cul¬ 
tural sociology, to fit Mannheim’s requirements, must be a way of re¬ 
lating to culture consonant with the forces renewing culture. The old 
idealism can offer no help, since it is as dead as the materialism that 
was its counterpart. But the cultural crisis is nevertheless an opportu¬ 
nity for beginning anew. Mannheim and his Budapest fellows dis¬ 
avowed “impressionist” delight in the sheer manifold of possibilities. 
Yet they saw no alternative to working on the problems raised in one’s 
time and used the cultural resources most prominently available. 

Mannheim’s assimilation of sociology began with two philosophi¬ 
cally oriented inquiries into the character and methods of cultural soci¬ 
ology. Never published during his lifetime, although lightly corrected 
shortly before his death, the two treatises, one dated 1922 and the other 
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approximately 1924, do not so much mark successive stages in 
Mannheim s thinking, as they explore two alternatives Mannheim never 
stopped trying to balance. The first derives from existentialist phenom¬ 
enology and the second from post-Hegelian philosophy of history. While 
Mannheim rejects monopolistic claims of epistemology or methodol¬ 
ogy generalized from modem physical science, he insists that intuition 
indifferent to structure or methodical verification cannot secure control¬ 
lable or effective knowledge. Phenomena, he maintains, are ultimately 
knowable because they can be referred to a “logic” or “systematization” 
appropriate to one of a plurality of autonomous domains each built on 
an underlying reality. Mannheim leaves unresolved, a matter for intel¬ 
lectual experimentation, whether such substructures must be approached 
by a direct perception of essences or by an understanding of their re¬ 
spective places within a historical development with a knowable mean¬ 
ing. Both possibilities appear in Mannheim’s earlier work, and each 
predominates in one of the treatises in Structures of Thinking (Mannheim 
[1922-24] 1982). 

The two treatises illustrate what Mannheim called his “essayistic- 
experimental attitude” and they exemplify his “conviction that a given 
theoretical sketch may often have latent in it varied possibilities which 
must be permitted to come to expression in order that the scope of the 
expression may be truly appreciated.” Like the diverse essays com¬ 
prising Ideology and Utopia , the two parts of Structures of Thinking 
hold in suspension the choice among “relativistic possibilities,” 
“activistic-utopianism,” and a “harmonious-synthetic solution” to the 
basic problems about culture and society posed by Mannheim. 
Mannheim pleaded against those who held Ideology and Utopia to the 
standard of a unified system, “As long...as a connection between 
ideas is still in the process of growth and becoming, one should not 
hide the possibilities which are still latent in it but should submit it in 
all its variations to the judgment of the reader” (Mannheim 
1936a:47-48n). Many later readers of the English version of Ideology 
and Utopia have dismissed Mannheim’s essayistic professions as ad¬ 
missions of philosophical failure or vain efforts to disarm criticism. 
But the contrasting strategies so clearly laid out in the constituent parts 
of Structures of Thinking make it clear that the “essayistic-experimen- 
tal attitude is integral to Mannheim’s general project. His works must 
be read in full awareness of these inner tensions. 
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The problems at the heart of the crisis—the relativism fostered by the 
recognition that “truths” change in time, and the reductionisni implied 
by attempts to comprehend such changes by uncovering underlying bio¬ 
logical, social, or economic causes—are exacerbated, to all apearances, 
by the sociological treatment everywhere in the air. Mannheim states 
and accepts that challenge in Structures of Thinking, and the systematic 
character of these writings brings out the experimentation with onto¬ 
logical and historicist alternatives artfully disguised in his earlier es¬ 
says. The questions he brings to cultural sociology are not only whether 
culture can be discussed without obscuring its dependence on the world 
(as the George circle does) or undermining its character as culture (as 
positivist sociology does), but also whether such inquiry can uncover a 
logic of cultural objects and establish the inner relationship between 
that logic and ultimate spiritual reality. 

Cultural sociology must be faced, Mannheim contends, because it 
cannot be bypassed in any defense of the integrity of the individual’s 
cultural experience against the relativizing effects of historicism and 
analyses of Weltanschauungen. Sociological interpretation of culture is 
grounded in a theoretically fecund human capacity to grasp the func¬ 
tional aspect of human doings, to fix their place in the world of social 
actions and relations. The cry, Mannheim avers, will also be heard as a 
call. Cultural sociology assumes a central place in structures of know¬ 
ing after philosophy, having dissolved the supremacy claims of estab¬ 
lished value schemes, discovers “culture” as the process of creating value, 
after sociological concepts encompass the lived world, and after the in¬ 
terplay of society and culture appears as disturbance to participants cen¬ 
tered in either domain. 

An underlying question is whether authentic individual experience is 
possible or whether all such experiences are nothing more than passive 
accommodation to a collective force, for which the individual does not 
count. “Is there a way of solitude?” Mannheim asks, “Are there spheres 
within us which must, because of their essential nature, always remain 
alone? Does the historical-social course of things change anything in 
the fate of being human?” Historicism has loosened the sense of estab¬ 
lished order; everyone believes everything could have been and has been 
different. Although at first only external structures are viewed histori¬ 
cally, in time the feeling of historical determination comes to apply to 
everything; “our very self is abandoned; it is as if we are suspended 
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above ourselves” (Mannheim [1922-24] 1982:121-22). But the sailor, 
the historian, and the pure sociologist of culture (exemplified by Georg 
Simmel) act out of the same impulse. They have all three found a way 

of abandoning oneself, of separating the social and historical self from the substan¬ 
tial one, and of experiencing our humanity as such, purely in itself. And just as the 
homelessness which was empirical-historical at first (and which at first had us 
roaming through cultural and historical places and times) metamorphosed into the 
ultimate homelessness of being human, so does the most rigorous structural analy¬ 
sis of social consciousness transcend itself in the direction of new substantive in¬ 
sights, until finally we reach the ultimate point where it is still possible to stand, a 
sociological cogito ergo sum, something that can no longer be doubted. (Mannheim 
[1922-24] 1982:122) 

In the present age, the human spirit cannot find its home in any cultural 
production, except, paradoxically, in the heroic acceptance of 
homelessness, and so in the cultural-sociological work which is the char¬ 
acteristic form of this acceptance. Mannheim gives special attention to 
Georg Simmel’s “pure” cultural sociology in this connection because it 
persistently follows after and interrogates the cultural work of the so¬ 
cialized person, yearning to uncover a residue purely human and spiri¬ 
tual, something transcending social determination. This metaphysical 
longing cannot attain its ostensible objective, yet Mannheim preferred 
Simmel’s exploration of the “relativist possibilities” to arbitrary and 
unearned leaps of faith. Such sociology of culture is an expression of 
decadence, a function of the lack of immediate and vital relationship to 
culture. It is a crippled way of relating to culture in a crippled age; the 
major consolation is that it manifestly does not penetrate deeply or de¬ 
structively into its object. 

The earlier of the two treatises, “The distinctive character of cultural- 
sociological knowledge” opens with the contrast between philosophical 
and sociological considerations of culture and so directly with relativ¬ 
ism. “Immanent” interpretations address the claim of the object to be 
“valid”—as a binding law, a just action, a beautiful object, a true propo¬ 
sition—while nonimmanent interpretations locate the object in some 
different context. Sociological interpretation, a nonimmanent approach 
to culture, can neither confirm nor deny the validity of cultural produc¬ 
tions whose social meanings it expounds. Validity is accessible by phe¬ 
nomenological methods to uncover the ontologically grounded principles 
it requires. Understood as a nonimmanent interpretation, cultural soci- 
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ology neither implies nor fosters relativism. To say that a social mental¬ 
ity corresponds to another is not a causal explanation. Nor can it affect 
the claim of a cultural manifestation to be true, good, or beautiful. Cul¬ 
tural sociology offers a valid interpretation of cultural creations insofar 
as they are a function of social interactions, but cannot thereby judge 
their worth. It is dependent, in fact, on philosophical and other disci¬ 
plines to specify its objects of study: cultural sociology cannot itself 
determine whether a noise is music or a sight is art. And it cannot ascer¬ 
tain whether something thought is knowledge. 

In “Soul and Culture,” Mannheim casually thanks Marx for having 
broached the problem of base and superstructure, relating historically 
given cultural manifestations to an underlying stratum, before confi¬ 
dently identifying the deeper stratum with the process of cultural evolu¬ 
tion itself, not social or economic development. Both treatises in 
Structures of Thinking return to the problem of Marxism. In the earlier 
of the two, Mannheim seems unequivocal. Anticipating critics of his 
own later writings, who will speak of “Mannheim’s paradox,” Mannheim 
insists that “it will never be possible to construct a sociological critique 
of human reason” (Mannheim [1922-24] 1982:82), and he charges Marx 
with undermining his own theory by failing to distinguish his claims 
about the social nature of ideas from the immanent level of interpreta¬ 
tion which alone can validate any claims. 

Yet Mannheim is less certain than he first appears. “Dynamic” soci¬ 
ology of culture, going beyond Simmel’s pure sociology, promises to 
bridge the distance between culture and society, although still without 
reducing one to the other. Dynamic cultural sociologists find a congru¬ 
ence between the “style” articulated in a given cultural production and 
the “worldview” appropriate to some social condition or location. Spirit 
is related to spirit, and the interpretation of worldviews mediates be¬ 
tween the two poles of cultural sociological interpretation. While the 
cultural sociologist offers neither a systematic metaphysical explana¬ 
tion for the “logic” or “structure” he finds in the intermeshed growth of 
culture and society nor a concept of progress towards some end of his¬ 
tory, he nevertheless proposes elucidations like those essayed by the 
older philosophers of history, whose inheritance he claims. Worldviews 
are interlinked and changing, and in their historical development they 
constitute a “higher” reality to which the cultural sociologist refers what 
he interprets. On this view of the matter, there appears to be ever less 
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occasion for an immanent encounter with cultural objects as such. The 
knowing participant in a culturally charged and socially articulated his¬ 
tory transcends both cultural insider and sociologist. 

Written several years later, “A sociological theory of culture and its 
knowability (Conjunctive and communicative thinking)” reflects 
Mannheim’s deep study of Lukacs’ History and Class Consciousness. 
Mannheim departs from the earlier acceptance of incommensurable re¬ 
alities and the diverse modes of knowing appropriate to them. He opens 
instead by denying that there can be a purely philosophical or immanent 
doctrine of method. Methodological doctrine properly arises from re¬ 
flection on methodical inquiry. Such reflection turns up a sociological 
rather than philosophical self-orientation for inquirers, situating them 
within a structure ultimately comprehensible to philosophy of history. 
The approach offends against the modes of critical reflection decreed by 
established philosophy, but conventional objections derive from an in¬ 
complete, unhistorical idealization of physical science, best understood 
as expressions of bourgeois designs on the world. When philosophers 
condemn doctrines that recognize historically conditioned, nonuni- 
versalistic knowledge, they are unwarrantedly imposing their rationalis¬ 
tic prejudices on all knowledge of cultural reality. 

Disavowing the line of reasoning he adduced against Marx in “The 
distinctive character of cultural sociological knowledge,” Mannheim 
offers two reasons for denying that admission of historical relativity 
necessarily undermines a knowledge claim. First, he maintains, some 
matters can be grasped only by knowledge bound to a time and a place, 
and the designation “relativistic” is consequently irrelevant, since its 
meaning is constituted by an inapplicable contrast model of universal¬ 
ity. Second he inconsistently looks forward to a philosophy of history 
that will situate particularistic complexes of knowledge within an 
ontologically grounded developmental sequence, transcending their rela¬ 
tivism. But such a reversal cannot be forced; it can only be sensed as an 
integrative undercurrent in the work actually under way. Mannheim’s 
experiment in his 1924 treatise essays this tendency. 

The historical understanding of culture is the achievement of the 
“whole human being,” not of the narrow capacities sufficient for bour¬ 
geois calculation and its theoretical counterpart. Its possibility is given, 
according to Mannheim, by a convergence between the old anticapital¬ 
ist spirit, carried by conservative social strata, and the new anticapital- 
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ism of the proletariat, attuned to bourgeois rationalism while anticipat¬ 
ing a utopian disruption of that order. The cognitive capacities of these 
strata are not reducible to class interests. Cultural sociology does not 
deal in causal analyses. While bias in inauthenthic thinking is traceable 
to interest, its uncovering is a commonplace. Essential perspectivism, 
the special problem of cultural sociology, must be imputed instead to a 
socially differentiated collective mode of experiencing the world, en¬ 
gaging oneself with it, willing a world fit for one’s socialized existence. 
This dimension is constitutive for the structures of thinking. 

Mannheim describes all knowing as an appropriation of something 
encountered, letting us orient ourselves to it and enabling us to respond. 
Everything we encounter we come upon while pursuing some intention, 
and the will we apply to the world imparts a perspective to the resultant 
knowledge. Mannheim goes beyond the visual metaphor. Touching and 
being touched are central to the experience that grounds knowledge, 
and he uses the term “conjunctive knowledge” to designate acts of know¬ 
ing close to this source, shaping and interpreting the world within which 
we are at home. Such knowledge is qualitative, judgmental, situational— 
and it belongs neither to the isolated individual nor to universal human 
faculties. Conjunctive knowledge concerns communities, constitutes 
communities, is borne by communities. The structure of knowing has 
three levels. The deepest is the primordial contagious encounter with 
some reality met as we act on the will we share with a community; the 
second is the structuring of an orienting response to that encounter, com¬ 
monly through language and always with communal resources; and the 
third, conceptual and even theoretical in character, reflects on the im¬ 
plicit practical knowledge of the second level—the knowledge-in-ac- 
tion that constitutes cultural formations and the stylistic systems they 
comprise. According to Mannheim, theoretical knowledge prepares the 
“next step” in the inner development of a stylistic system, arising out of 
what has been done. 

Mannheim uses this approach to account for the prevalence of philo¬ 
sophical theories of history in his time, none adequate in itselfj but all 
portending a new development. Although all cultural systems change, 
as their accomplishments generate new requirements, many do not re¬ 
quire a theoretical understanding of historical development. Crucial sym¬ 
bols and structures change meanings without recognition of the process, 
and stories of olden times are told as if the past were an adjoining room. 
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But at the present, the dynamism of things is everywhere evident. Cul¬ 
ture must now understand itself as historical because culture has spawned 
a mode of knowing, a relation to vital realities, that threatens the possi¬ 
bilities of community and the creation of values, and thus all culture. 
Without a historical interpretation linking past, present, and future, the 
practical concept of a “next step” may itself be lost. 

It is “communicative knowledge” that poses this threat to “conjunc¬ 
tive knowledge” and its culture. Participants in various conjunctive com¬ 
munities devise a language restricted to material or utilitarian aspects to 
achieve the narrow shared understandings they require, especially for 
practical objectives. Through its immanent logic, communicative lan¬ 
guage constitutes the knowledge found in the physical sciences, tech¬ 
nology, commerce, and utilitarian calculations—in short, the elements 
of society not community (Tonnies), civilization not culture (A. Weber). 
Mannheim does not think that historical theorizing can or should ex¬ 
punge communicative knowledge. Philosophy of history will encom¬ 
pass it in a wider context of developing meanings and thereby contribute 
the next step that the present generation, according to Mannheim, ap¬ 
pears destined to prepare, the reconstitution of cultural community based 
on a new, differentiated, and inclusive spirit. 

Mannheim cannot doubt that such theoretical innovation is possible, 
notwithstanding the sway of communicative knowledge, because he 
believes he himself has been simply going along with what is going on 
among cultural sociologists, critics of ideology, interpretive psycholo¬ 
gists, historians of artistic styles, and others. Underlying this converg¬ 
ing theoretical work he finds participation in a common cultural formation 
he calls Bildungskultur. Joined in activities conditioned by the older 
humanistic education they share, here are individuals from diverse so¬ 
cial groupings, prominently including such “outsiders” as Jews and 
members of strata little affected yet by the spirit of communicative cul¬ 
ture. They ground theoretical reflections on the experiences constituting 
the life-situations of the groups they variously represent. Broadening 
the bases of their cultivation is a typically receptive sensibility fostered 
by their admixture. Because they are dependent on such foundational 
social experiences, they are not free-floating above society, yet the mu¬ 
tual distance resulting from their cultivation and lack of homogeneity 
allows for comparisons, combinations, and choices that justify speaking 
of this group as comparatively socially unattached. The Bildungskultur 
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extrapolates from the possibilities generated by conjunctively grounded 
cultural experiences and reflects on the interplay of such possibilities. 
What it cannot do, according to Mannheim, is to generate new cultural 
possibilities of its own. 

To matter, the historical and interpretive studies produced by this inter¬ 
mediate stratum must link with the ways other groups experience their 
lives, and thus their studies must include the socioeconomic shape of things, 
since this increasingly dominates experience. The conjunctively apt mode 
of proceeding within the novel and imperfect conjunctive community 
formed by Bildungskultur is paradoxically an adaptation of sociology, a 
discipline generated by communicative knowledge. But cultural sociolo¬ 
gists do not use sociological thinking like ordinary sociologists, who have 
fashioned it on the model of the natural sciences. In seeking qualitative 
interpretation and aspiring to philosophy of history, inquirers consciously 
grounded in the Bildungskultur aim at a cultural not a civilizational soci¬ 
ology. Their knowledge can only be properly appraised by connoisseurs 
inside the conjunctive community. But this qualification applies to all con¬ 
junctive knowledge and implies no denigration of the validation achieved. 
For those who have conjunctive access to it, the validity of interpretations 
depends on three tests, Mannheim asserts. First, a profound evidentiary 
feeling arises when an account of something has gotten to the essence of 
the matter. Second, the authenticity of an interpretation can be scrutinized 
for signs of bias. Third, a valid interpretation will establish itself among 
connoisseurs, and it will last. But Mannheim knows that these tests are 
not decisive. Whether an interpretation provides knowledge depends on 
its ability to orient those who accept it and to guide their responses to their 
reality. And this can be judged only by a future interpretation, itself sub¬ 
ject to no other sorts of checks. 

In sum, Mannheim projects a process whereby the activity of cultural 
sociology will prove in time to delineate a comprehensive philosophy of 
history. The validity of this philosophy would be secured by the fact that 
it will have grown unforced out of disciplined inquiries into the histori¬ 
cal rise and character of human cultural achievements, and especially 
the various forms of knowledge. Such a philosophy, he expects, will 
provide the metaphysical ground upon which all validity is ultimately 
founded. The possibility already projected in Mannheim’s Lukacs re¬ 
view reappears, now expressly linked to sociological work. But the philo¬ 
sophical construction resembles a Kantian regulative ideal. Not reliably 
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known, the philosophy of history appears as a reasonable projection from 
what is known; it makes sense of things from an aesthetic as well as 
ethical standpoint. The meanings ascribed to history are provisional, but 
the regulative ideal clarifies interrelations among varieties of knowl¬ 
edge—without superceding them or displacing the disciplines that have 
brought them into being. 

A Cultural Sociology 

Unlike the methodological essays on sociology of culture, Conserva¬ 
tism. A Contribution to the Sociology of Knowledge (Mannheim [1925] 
1986)—the work that earned Mannheim his habilitation as licensed tu¬ 
tor at Heidelberg in 1925—appears as a disinterested, empirical study 
of an ideological pattern within a specific historical context, 
monographically exemplifying the methods of sociology of knowledge, 
taken as a new academic specialty. 3 Modest in its theoretical claims, it 
avoids speculations about philosophy of history or reflexive scrutiny of 
epistemological premises or implications of its own proceedings. None 
of his other investigations concentrates so exclusively on materials from 
the past or attends so discriminatingly to the ideas of particular thinkers. 
In the introductory remarks on method, moreover, Mannheim treats the 
great methodological controversies with diplomatic tact. To all appear¬ 
ances, Mannheim has put his more adventurous ideas aside, while pre¬ 
senting his supervisors, Alfred Weber, Emil Lederer, and Carl Brinkmann, 
with a scholarly study far removed from his mental experiments with 
existentialist and post-Hegelian ideas. If anything, he leans here towards 
an empirical and explanatory approach, stressing the need for the new 
discipline to uncover causal linkages between social and cognitive phe¬ 
nomena and warning against the propensity, elsewhere prevalent in the 
cultural sciences, to be satisfied with interpretive elucidations of 
congruences among meanings in diverse domains. The ingenuity with 
which Mannheim works out this analysis, without reductionism of the 
ideas or arbitrary sociological imputations, has led many sociologists to 
consider the work on conservative thought as his outstanding achieve¬ 
ment, as a paradigm for empirical research into the social genealogy of 
political beliefs. 

But Conservatism also manifests Mannheim’s preoccupation with 
political knowledge, not belief alone, and his continuing hope that a 
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method can be devised to transcend ideology and establish such knowl¬ 
edge without sacrificing scientific devotion to evidence or disinterest¬ 
edness. The full text, never published in his lifetime, shows that 
Mannheim designed his work on conservatism to serve simultaneously 
as empirical study and as self-justifying exemplification of several ways 
of political thinking he presents as characteristically conservative in struc¬ 
ture. The idea behind Mannheim’s study is that the enduring distinction 
between the natural and historical sciences, as well as the most influen¬ 
tial approaches contesting the second of these domains have their his¬ 
torical progenitors in the conservative movement of nineteenth-century 
Germany. Screened through a conservative “style of thought,” his find¬ 
ings about the genealogy of historicist thinking appear as a legitimation 
of that thinking, including its appearance, in a dramatic change of func¬ 
tion, as the method of modem revolutionary thought. 

Experimenting with “sociology of knowledge” as the most strategic 
subdivision of the genuinely “cultural” sociology, Conservatism shows 
how subtly Mannheim tried to balance his inclination towards broad 
speculation about ultimate meanings, in the manner of Hegel, with his 
admiration for specific social scientific analyses, like those of Max Weber. 
The wider ramifications emerge only when the study, in its entirety, is 
subjected to an interpretation informed by awareness of Mannheim’s 
literary apprenticeship in the school of Georg Lukacs. Yet whatever may 
emerge on closer scrutiny, the surface level represents a substantial part 
of Mannheim’s objective in the effort. For Mannheim, sociological ex¬ 
plications of cognitive phenomena have intrinsic interest, apart from the 
larger issues such inquiry raise, and he repeatedly returns to the prob¬ 
lems of analytical technique first explored in this work. Moreover, 
Mannheim sought institutional legitimation as practitioner of the newly 
established academic discipline of sociology, acknowledging that op¬ 
portunities for initiating new departures presupposed such recognition. 

Conservatism is provocative in any case because of its political sub¬ 
ject matter, controversial for a cultural sociologist. Expounding a thesis 
that appears as an unargued assumption in his subsequent reliance on 
political ideologies as points of reference in interpreting the whole do ¬ 
main of thinking connected to existence, Mannheim maintains that po¬ 
litical thinking has become fundamental only since the French Revolution 
because the state has only assumed a central place in society since then. 
Moreover, he establishes a conceptual link between political ideologies, 
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as novel cultural formations, and the activities and designs of actual 
political parties. It is the struggle among the parties, broadly considered, 
that constitutes the political reality of the state and the context within 
which ideologies take form and change. Before conservatism emerged 
as a political force, he argues, there could be no conservative ideology. 
In making the clash of political convictions central to the organization 
of worldviews, Mannheim changes his earlier approach to the study of 
Weltanschauungen by recognizing conflict and structural changes. Con¬ 
servative ideology crystallizes out of the psychological attitude of tradi¬ 
tionalism among social actors (and some observers) who experience the 
liberal ascendancy as harmful, but can neither ignore the advances of 
rationalization nor simply respond to them only in private. Like all ex¬ 
amples of the novel cultural formation, “ideology,” the conservative one 
accords with the orienting mode specifically appropriate to the newly 
rationalized state-centred societies, displacing traditional and religious 
ways of assigning meanings to the experienced world. Viewed from the 
social history of ideas, then, conservatism offers an efficacious practical 
orientation to the politicized and rationalized world, even while it reas¬ 
serts spiritual as well as material interests damaged by rationalization. 
Like its principal adversary, conservatism belongs to the new time. The 
political conflict epitomizes the cultural situation. 

After situating conservatism in political history, Mannheim explicates 
an inner structure common to the diverse and changing manifestations 
of this ideology. Such a morphological “structural analysis,” Mannheim 
stresses, must not confuse what he calls a “style of thought” with either 
a theoretical system or a political program. Structural analysis uncovers 
a characteristic formative attitude towards human experience, as it ex¬ 
ists before reflective elaboration, a rootedness in concrete experience 
and locales, as well as a special sense of continuities in time. Above all, 
the conservative style rejects constructions of human relations as sub¬ 
ject to rationalistic universal norms and it disdains Enlightenment doc¬ 
trines of natural law. 

Mannheim’s most ambitious level of analysis traces a part of the for¬ 
mative history of conservatism, with the aim of distinguishing decisive 
stages and variations in its development and showing empirically how 
the sociological and morphological attributes uncovered in the first two 
treatments interact to shape a historical style and movement. In a pre¬ 
liminary prospectus, Mannheim projects eight stages for this develop- 
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ment, but he writes only about two in any detail. In the more finished of 
the completed sections, he draws on the writings of Justus Moser 
(1720-1794) and Adam Muller (1779-1829) to present a form of con¬ 
servatism in which the political perspective of “estates” hostile to the 
modem bureaucratic or liberal state interacts with the romantic thinking 
originating among the preachers’ sons who form the new post-Enlight- 
enment intelligentsia. The second historical analysis treats Friedrich Karl 
von Savigny (1779-1861), foremost exponent of historical jurisprudence, 
whose work is explained as embodying the fastidiousness with which 
an officialdom having aristocratic connections reacted against schemes 
of universal codes or universal rights. Although Mannheim’s subjects 
are jurists, legal issues do not interest him. Instead, he examines the 
conceptions and methods of knowledge they develop to replace the ab¬ 
stract, universalistic thinking they identify with natural science, capital¬ 
ism, state-formation, and other manifestations of liberal rationalization. 

In the first of three conservative ways of thinking Mannheim distin¬ 
guishes, he identifies the community-bound ( seinsverbundene , 
gemeinschaftsgebundene ) thinking exalted by Savigny with the cogni ¬ 
tive activity of elucidation ( Kldren ). If the thought is integral to a com¬ 
munity to which the thinker is deeply committed “with his total 
personality,” then his elaborated thinking only clarifies and explicates 
what is already in the deepest sense inarticulately known by those to 
whom he addresses his thoughts. This conception, which Mannheim 
traces back from Savigny to Justus Moser, is similar to the “conjunc¬ 
tive” thinking that Mannheim had made paradigmatic for cultural so¬ 
ciology. In Conservatism , too, Mannheim extrapolates from Savigny 
to the undertakings more typical of cultural sociology in his own day. 

This fixes one characteristic of the academic context addressed by his 
own work. 

The conservative paradigm for a second conception of the function 
of thinking, Mannheim finds in Adam Muller. Mannheim calls this con¬ 
ception “mediation.” Its principal attributes are that it finds relations of 
mutual opposition everywhere, and that it equates thinking with the ac¬ 
tive judgment of practitioners expounding efficacious solutions to con¬ 
flicts by respecting the parties in dispute. Mannheim considers this way 
of thinking an important alternative to the “rational-progressive” con¬ 
ception of understanding that he characterizes as depending exclusively 
on the systematic subsumption of particulars under general laws, and he 
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stresses its practical character. Its effectiveness depends not only on its 
insight into the contesting forces and its partial accommodation to both, 
but also on an aesthetic sense of the fitness of a judgment to the state of 
the opposition to which it is applied. Such judgment meets the practical 
problem but it does not thereby eradicate the opposition or subject it to 
logical systematization, as in the Hegelian dialectic. Muller himself, 
Mannheim notes, was regrettably schematic, given to forced reductions 
of all oppositions to male-female polarities; and he first romanticized 
and later—once in Austrian service—reified the locus of mediation. 
Despite Muller’s corruption of the design, Mannheim considers the con¬ 
ception fruitful. It contributes to the subsequent development of dynamic 
thinking and proves able to manage antinomies. 

Mannheim uses the term “synthesis” to refer to the judgments distin¬ 
guishing this way of thinking, but he stresses that the character of each 
synthesis depends on the standpoint from which it originates, or, more 
actively, on the design it implements. There is movement towards ac¬ 
commodation and incorporation of opposites, but no reintegration into a 
new totality superceding the old opposition, as is supposed to happen in 
fully dialectical thinking. In the intellectual field of his own time, 
Mannheim finds this impulse to mediation present in a curiously intro¬ 
verted form. Lebensphilosophie, he believes, absolutizes the twofold 
experience of moving through a world of opposites and making vital 
judgments, and thus has little to propose about the reality itself. It never¬ 
theless displays its breeding, so to speak, by its opposition to liberal 
rationalism in all its forms. 

Mannheim presents the history of conservatism as a succession of 
points of concentration, each of which represents a synthesis of the par¬ 
tial, partisan type he associates with Muller. The opposition between 
liberal rationalism and conservative impulses and traditions enter into 
each characteristic combination, in keeping with the achieved stage of 
development and other historical circumstances, with the conservative 
elements predominating. Mannheim indicates a plan for treating later 
stages, when conservatism increasingly fails to comprehend the move¬ 
ment of events, but his survey stops far short of these. In the interpreta¬ 
tions of his own time scattered throughout the text, conservatism appears 
either as an integral protagonist in a political-intellectual field that also 
contains liberal and socialist partisans or as an ensemble of elements in 
“the contemporary state of thinking.” In either case, Mannheim depicts 
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a confrontation among seemingly irreconcilable opposites but not, as in 
Ideology and Utopia a few years later, a crisis. Diverse possible combi¬ 
nations strive for supremacy, but the contestants are held in bounds, and 
movement continues. There is no impasse. The insistence that liberal 
and conservative elements, although opposed, can never be wholly di¬ 
vorced from one another inheres in Mannheim’s conception of conser¬ 
vatism as a way of rationalizing traditionalist impulses. 

Every actual turn of events—in short, the practical movement through 
time appears as a product of mediation in Muller’s sense, as outcome 
of judgments that severally gain enough support to be provisionally ef¬ 
fective without denying their partisan starting points or presuming to 
eliminate or absorb opposition. This view will be recast a few years 
later, in Ideology and Utopia , as a process of material political exchanges 
(Realdialektik) , but there the process will have to cope with what ap¬ 
pears to Mannheim as the emergence of crisis and immobilization, as 
well as a more urgent theoretical demand for higher unification pf oppo¬ 
sites through recontextualization of the whole. The contrast with this 
later work brings the comparative modesty and skeptical moderation of 
Conservatism into clearer focus. In some contexts, perhaps, one might 
be justified in speaking of a sober optimism. 

On its face, Conservatism asks its readers to take it as a disinterested 
study integrating sociological and morphological approaches for the lim¬ 
ited purpose of explaining conservatism as a structure of thinking. But 
here, as in several other writings, Mannheim uses the literary device of 
making his essays exemplify the subject matter they are ostensibly view¬ 
ing at an analytical distance, a device also present in “The Problem of a 
Sociology of Knowledge” and “Is Politics as a Science Possible?” for 
example, as well as the second of the essays collected in Structures of 
Thinking. The essays deal analytically with “sociology of knowledge” 
or a “situational thinking dialectically mediating between theory and 
practice” or “dynamic sociology of culture,” and they then proclaim, 
more or less explicitly, that they have displayed the features of the ap¬ 
proach under consideration and in some way made it good. Conserva¬ 
tism is more complex, first because the argument is also designed to 
make sense to an empirical scientific perspective and, second, because 
Mannheim analyzes and appropriates more than one form of conserva¬ 
tive thinking. From Savigny, he derives a model that validates social 
knowledge by the authenticity of its social roots; from Muller, he takes 
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a conception of practical knowledge rendered adequate by its capacity 
for making concrete judgments in situations marked by contradictions 
that cannot be resolved; and from Hegel he abstracts an ideal of a dia¬ 
lectical method capable of generating genuine syntheses that overcome 
contradictions. The first two of these standards he hopes to satisfy in 
what he says about the genealogy and structure of historicist thinking. 
The last and most ambitious standard is left standing as an aspiration. 

Mannheim’s study repeatedly returns to the bearing of conservatism 
on the intellectual situation of his own time, and he couches his findings 
in terms designed to influence that situation, as well as explain it. Con¬ 
servative thinking, he contends, is a progenitor of opposition to natural 
science models in intellectual life and liberal-capitalist rationalizations 
in social knowledge. But showing the historical rootedness of histori- 
cism counts as a conservative argument for its authenticity, in Savigny’s 
sense, especially since those roots lie in the progenitors of conservative 
thought. Balancing morphological and sociological methods, as well as 
characterizing the present state of thinking as a tense, unstable balance 
between conservative and progressive (socialist as well as liberal) ele¬ 
ments, exemplifies dynamic mediation in the quasi-Romantic sense of 
“synthesis” that Mannheim identified with Muller. Mannheim’s academic 
exercise, in other words, has a level of meaning in which it speaks be¬ 
yond the discipline, to offer a justification for Mannheim’s larger theo¬ 
retical interests in philosophy of history, even in its Hegelian-Marxist 
variant, but in a justificatory idiom inoffensive to the academics com¬ 
prising his primary constituency. 

The text remains dramatically unresolved because Mannheim 
abruptly closes the survey after Savigny, although much of the discus¬ 
sion looks ahead to the undone section on Hegel. 4 In anticipatory pas¬ 
sages, Mannheim asserts that dialectical thinking successfully 
rationalizes what romantic and Enlightenment thought had achieved, 
integrating it into a single comprehensive theory of development un¬ 
der conservative auspices, and that this discovery was subsequently 
transmuted by Marx into an organon for the thought of a class better 
placed to counter capitalist-liberal rationalization. This speculative 
denouement of conservatism is the most audacious current in 
Mannheim’s study, because it proposes a relationship between conser¬ 
vatism and the new historicism that supercedes the other two aspects 
of conservative thinking and submerges the political contents of con- 
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servatism. From this point of view, Mannheim’s analysis of conserva¬ 
tism pivots around the concept of change in function ( Funktionswandel ), 
adapted from Max Weber. The conservative contributions undergo a 
radical and paradoxical change in function, once separated from their 
originating historical context. The surprising point of the study, if we 
focus on this extrapolation, is the historical obsolescence of conserva¬ 
tism and the grounding of its socialist successor’s claims on the dia¬ 
lectical reversal of conservatism’s crowning intellectual achievement. 
Such a paradox is implicit in tantalizing passages, but it is not devel¬ 
oped. Mannheim never wrote the section on Hegel. 

Mannheim’s fascination with Hegel’s dialectic is checked by his un¬ 
certainty about Hegel’s philosophy, his suspicion that Lukacs may well 
be correct in treating Marxist revolutionary thought as Hegel’s rightful 
heir, and by his deep respect for the achievements of Max Weber. 
Mannheim consistently accepted Lukacs’ argument that the socialist form 
of dialectical thinking depends on a commitment to the modem indus¬ 
trial proletariat as the concrete social force destined to take the next step 
in history, a commitment Mannheim never made. Mannheim’s problem, 
if he was to follow through with the projections arising from his philo¬ 
sophical reflections, was to find an alternative way of earning the right 
to the dialectical integration that Hegel had grounded on conservative 
commitments and metaphysical reasonings, and Marx on socialist com¬ 
mitments and economic analysis. He could not accept either. Denied 
such a way, Hegelian dialectics remained an uncompleted sketch for 
him, an aspiration. Accordingly, the level of argument which a “liter¬ 
ary” search for meanings below the academic surface uncovers does not 
take Hegelian form; Mannheim does not claim to offer a reconciliation 
between the methodological currents he combines or between the ideo¬ 
logical themes he treats. The “syntheses” remain at the stage of “medi¬ 
ated” thinking. In Conservatism , as in the rest of his work, his business 
-with Hegel remains unfinished. 

But the same applies to Weber. Mannheim brings Weber into Conser¬ 
vatism by a curious route, and he differentiates himself from him in a 
way equally revealing. In analyzing Savigny’s reliance on irrational forces 
as ultimate guarantors of social meaning, Mannheim goes back to the 
writings of an earlier German jurist, Gustav Hugo (1764-1844) . Hugo’s 
thought, in turn, he characterizes as representating a hard, hopeless ac¬ 
ceptance of a world of facts in which all principles are relative and all 
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developments ultimately fortuitous. Mannheim accounts for such bitter 
tough-mindedness by a situation in which two competing social strata 
are evenly balanced and the observer uses the insights of each to dis¬ 
credit the other: “Here value-freedom, the absence of utopia, become, 
as it were, the test of objectivity and proximity to reality” (Mannheim 
[1925] 1986:175). He calls this state of mind Desillusionsrealismus , and 
he finds its exact parallel pervading German thinking in Max Weber’s 
time. In its modem form, this realism acknowledges socialist exposures 
of liberal illusions, but then turns the method of disillusioning against 
socialist utopianism as well. Max Weber, according to Mannheim, is the 
most important representative of this style of thinking, and his concep¬ 
tions of reality and scientific method are deeply marked by this funda¬ 
mental attitude. 

Mannheim does not expressly extend the parallelism to himself, but it 
is deeply interesting to see how he accounts for Savigny’s movement be¬ 
yond the realism of Hugo: “Between Hugo’s and Savigny’s ways of rea¬ 
soning we have the defeat at Jena, foreign rule, and the wars of liberation, 
which transformed theoretical discussion into real discussion and a na¬ 
tional uprising...into reality” (Mannheim [1925] 1986: 179). The dif¬ 
ference rests on “a generational distinction.” This side of the case, 
Mannheim says, also has contemporary application, and on this matter he 
attaches his deepest concerns and convictions to generational destiny: 

In periods like ours, in which self-reflectiveness and a many-sided relativism are 
reducing themselves to absurdity, as it were, a fear grows up instinctively about 
where all this will lead. How can relativism be overcome in history? If we can 
learn from the example of Savigny, the answer would have to be: not by way of 
immanent theory but by way of collective fate—not by a refusal to think relativis- 
tically, but by throwing new light on new, emerging contents. Here the fact of the 
generational growth of culture is of immense significance. Although considerable 
individual latitude is possible, it can be phenomenologically ascertained that the 
newly arising faith has quite a different character in the most recent generation 
than it has in those who, coming from an earlier generation, do not take part in this 
upsurge. (Mannheim [1925] 1986:180) 

Such a vitalist principle of distinction between his own generation and 
that of Weber, although it echoes a theme already present in “Soul and 
Culture,” could not be a satisfactory clarification of his relationship to 
Weber. Hegel and Weber represent alternative proposals for resolving 
the tensions between rationalist idealism and irrationalist romanticism, 
transcending an ideological choice between liberalism and conserva- 
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tism. Mannheim aspires to redirect Weber’s way to lead it close to Hegel’s 
objectives. 


Notes 


1 spirit^ and HiS CifCle Wefe nicknamed Szellemke ' k or “Sprites,” from Szellem, the 

2. In his brief account of Max Weber in the first Heidelberg letter of 1921, Mannheim 
admires Weber’s “unlimited” social and economic knowledge and his evident 
calling for a career as a “political leader,” and he regrets that confinement in the 
university and the town blocked Weber’s energies and led to his being known “as 
nothing but a scientist.” 

3. Mannheim (1927) published a German excerpt, “Das konservative Denken,” and 
he oversaw the preparation of a different English extract, “Conservative Thought” 
(in Mannheim [1927] 1952). The title of the Habilitationsschrift is Altkon- 

M1 Ein Beitrag zur s °ziologie des Wissens. The full text is in Mannheim 
[1925] 1986. 

4. Mannheim’s essayistic manner extends even to this scholarly submission. Be¬ 
tween the text and die notes to the manuscript of Conservatism submitted to the 
faculty, Mannheim introduces a page that repeats a familiar theme: “The present 
work is only part of a still incomplete book; many an unevenness in exposition 
and treatment may be excused by this fact.” 
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Mannheim’s Weimar Project: 
Ways of Knowledge 


In his lecture on “Politics as a Vocation,” Max Weber (Gerth and 
Mills 1958) distinguishes between words in politics and in science, lik¬ 
ening the former to weapons for overpowering opponents and the latter 
to ploughshares for cultivating knowledge. Mannheim offers the sociol¬ 
ogy of knowledge as a way of bringing about the biblical transformation 
of swords into pruning hooks prophesied by Isaiah. He claims that the 
sociology of knowledge constitutes the “organon for politics as a sci¬ 
ence.” It provides an instrument for operating on the ideological views 
active in politics so as to give them a new character, constituting a field 
of knowledge with a structure appropriate to this dimension of reality 
and to the work that knowing performs in it. Although Mannheim nomi¬ 
nally defers to Weber’s conception of politics as a sphere governed by 
choices no knowledge can dictate, his conception of the political in¬ 
volvement implicit in gaining insight into political situations shifts the 
meaning of the Weberian formulas he invokes. Political knowledge takes 
on elements of Hegelian consciousness. Mannheim credits Weber with 
uncovering that the Marxist method for exposing the social provenance 
and function of political ideas applies no less to the proletarian view of 
the world. But rendered nonpartisan, the method can now reveal its con¬ 
structive powers. While the disillusioning discoveries of the earlier gen¬ 
eration have to be preserved, they gain new positive functions. When 
Weber quotes Isaiah’s admonition to watchmen in the night, he intends 
to reproach those who wait in vain for prophets of salvation instead of 
soberly meeting the demands of the day. Mannheim uses the same pas¬ 
sage to call intellectuals to a mission of guardianship (Weber 1922:613; 
Mannheim [1929] 1952:143). 
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Mannheim’s appropriation of the Weberian legacy belongs to his char¬ 
acteristic strategy for claiming a place in sociology by striking intellec¬ 
tual bargains with predominant figures defining the field. His inaugural 
lecture as Privatdozent at Heidelberg was called “The Contemporary 
State of Sociology in Germany,” and he subsequently promised his Ger¬ 
man publisher a book on “Analyses on the State of Contemporary 
Thought,” to contain essays on Max Weber, Ernst Troeltsch (Mannheim 
[1924] 1952) and Max Scheler (Mannheim [1925] 1952). The intended 
volume was never published, undoubtedly because Mannheim preferred 
to use the materials assembled for the Weber essay as centerpiece in 
Ideologic und Utopie. But the papers on Troeltsch and Scheler, 1 pub¬ 
lished independently, lay out his position on the prospects for philoso¬ 
phy of history and sociology of knowledge, and they take up the 
conclusions of his more systematic unpublished studies without expos¬ 
ing the full philosophical underpinnings expounded there. 

Instead of providing such a systematic approach, Mannheim accepts 
the works of Weber, Troeltsch, and Scheler as achievements that demar¬ 
cate the starting position in the field and he presents his distinctive coun¬ 
terproposals as extensions or corrections of these seminal works. While 
negotiating with his publisher, Paul Siebeck, Mannheim insists that he 
would not, as Siebeck had suggested, rewrite the essays to unify the 
book. They must retain their diversity, he contends, as conscientious 
responses to the diverse strategic initiatives comprising German sociol¬ 
ogy in its unresolved state. Mannheim’s sociological career is marked 
by the attempt to gain recognition for intellectual mediation as a form of 
innovative leadership. 

The essay arising out of his preparations for the Max Weber chapter 
in the proposed “Analyses of the State of Contemporary Thought,” and 
published in Ideologic und Utopie , “Is Politics as a Science Possible?”, 
argues that the comprehensive social knowledge capable of diagnosing 
the historical situation and grounding a scientific politics is generated 
by social interpretation of the clashing ideologies rending the political 
terrain. To understand why Mannheim thought that such study could 
provide an “organon for politics as a science,” and not simply a chapter 
in the social history of ideas, it is necessary to review the argument of 
Mannheim’s most technical philosophical work, “Structural Analysis of 
Epistemology,” first published as his dissertation in Hungarian in 1918, 
and 1922 in German translation (Mannheim [1922] 1953). The rhetori- 
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cal strategy in the subtext of Conservatism might have fascinated a literary 
readership, if Mannheim had published more than a version condensed 
for specialists; but Mannheim had earlier developed a philosophical ar¬ 
gument for his expansive conception of knowledge. 

Structures of Knowledge 

Mannheim claims that the “structural analysis” of the “theory of knowl¬ 
edge” is less designed to offer a distinctive theory of knowledge than to 
lay down the forms, constituent elements, and objectives comprising ev¬ 
ery epistemology. The theory of knowledge is not a substitute for methods 
of knowing appropriate to the various inquiries, but a justificatory, legiti¬ 
mating inquiry that explains how something that is thought can be consid¬ 
ered knowledge. It answers the Kantian question, “How is knowledge 
possible?,” not “what knowledge is possible?” Epistemology cannot judge 
other inquiries, since its own claims rest on foundations no more secure 
than theirs. In a striking departure from the Cartesian conception, the theory 
of knowledge is taken as one of many constellations in the spiritual firma¬ 
ment, capable of shedding its own glow upon the others; it is not the lens 
through which the universe is scanned. 

The primary consequence of Mannheim’s conception, and its point, is 
to deny the claim that thought, if it is to count as knowledge, must con¬ 
form to a system of propositions possessing universal logical properties 
and validating procedures. His argument disputes neo-Kantian criticism 
of substantively rational aesthetic, ethical or religious judgments on the 
grounds of their emotional contents or historical particularity, as well as 
positivist strictures against knowledge claims that lack empirical verifi¬ 
ability. But Mannheim also rejects neoromantic contentions that respect 
for structure or critical discipline precludes the discovery of vital, neces¬ 
sarily intuitive truths. The structural analysis of theories of knowledge 
uncovers the criteria used by theories of knowledge to qualify a thought as 
knowledge and—because theories of knowledge are a kind of knowledge 
too—it provides an example of the effects that can be achieved by sub¬ 
jecting thoughts to such a legitimating procedure. 

In addition to the philosophical schools and political creeds corre¬ 
sponding to the competing idealist and romantic worldviews, Mannheim 
is thinking about the “impressionistic” literary intelligentsia, and how 
they treat ideas. He speaks of “a brilliant and often profound world of 
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independent scholars and connoisseurs, who, however, often dissipate 
their energies in untestable vagaries because they lack inner or outer 
constraining bonds” and he contrasts it to “the scholarly world of aca¬ 
demic teachers who are masters of their subject but are remote from the 
living center of present-day life” (Mannheim [1924] 1964:263. Cp. 
Mannheim [1924] 1952:98). Insights that touch vitally on life are nei¬ 
ther arbitrary nor above criticism. They can be operated upon within 
appropriate normative frameworks constituting forms of knowledge, and 
thus kept from evanescing in vague impressions. 

To consider something thought as something known entails conse¬ 
quences. First, we acknowledge that it has its place within a structured 
universe of thinking, interlinked with other thoughts about a specifiable 
dimension of existence. A judgment about the meter of a poem, for ex¬ 
ample, now appears as an aesthetic judgment, related to other judgments 
about forms. Second, we are led to inquire about the method of criticism 
and validation appropriate to it. The method itself depends on the struc¬ 
ture in question and is not given by the conception of knowledge. But 
the propriety of subjecting thought to appropriate criticism is thereby 
established, even when the thought is in spheres not normally consid¬ 
ered “theoretical.” Third, we render thought normative when we legiti¬ 
mate it as knowledge, that is, as entitled to set the standard for thinking 
about what it is thinking about. It ceases to be a statement that is merely 
internal to the inquiry to which it belongs and subject to the methods of 
correction appropriate to that sphere; it becomes a valid claim. If we 
want to know something about the meter of a poem and not just what 
aestheticians or critics think about it, we must apprehend judgments as 
expressions of knowledge. 

Mannheim offers a conception of knowledge designed to alter our atti¬ 
tudes and responses to many kinds of statements about many kinds of 
subjects, opening us to the possibilities for orderly and testable thinking 
about matters generally considered accessible only by inchoate intuition 
or inspired supposition. He does not provide novel methods forjudging, 
but gives new reasons for paying attention to the methods already in use 
or under consideration among those knowledgeable in the diverse do¬ 
mains. Knowing, Mannheim writes in “On the Interpretation of 
Weltanschauung ,” “is gaining a kind of possession of ‘something out there’ 
that provides a point of orientation for us and allows us mastery over it” 
(Mannheim [1921] 1964:138. Cp. Mannheim [1921] 1993:174). In Ger- 
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man as in English, Mannheim’s language suggests a strong connection 
etween knowing and purposing. Although the terms of appropriation and 
command need not refer to pragmatic uses in any narrow sense, knowing 
appears as an activity within a design. The theory of knowledge explains 
the elements involved and their precise relationships. 

For every epistemology, according to Mannheim, the key elements 
are always a subject and an object of knowledge. To explain the rela- 
tionship between them, theory of knowledge requires the assistance of a 
foundational science,” notwithstanding the claims of many theorists 
that they are proceeding without presuppositions. He finds only three 
disciplines capable of such service. Psychology characterizes subject 
object, and their interconnections in the language of psychological events;’ 
ogic construes them as patterns of necessary relations; and ontology 
uncovers the structural unity of the ultimate ground upon which all three 
elements rest. Although Mannheim declares himself neutral in regard to 
the confuting epistemological possibilities, he implicitly endorses on¬ 
tology. His structural analysis of theories of knowledge exemplifies the 
ontological approach to knowledge claims. 

Mannheim contends that every such claim can on reflection be re¬ 
ferred to some “systematization” in which it is “at home.” These do¬ 
mains of knowledge need not coincide with historical disciplines. But 
they can be delineated, because each possesses a unifying animating 
spirit, a‘‘will to discipline,” a purposive design, or a meaningful plan. 
Knowledge exists, on this theory of the relationship, when the knower 
connects with the aspect of things upon which a given structure of knowl¬ 
edge is grounded. Mannheim speaks of “premises” in this connection 
but uses the logical term in an extended sense when he explains that 
these are premises that a person, so to speak, has to accept, acknowl¬ 
edge, approve, and is party to whenever he states a theoretical concept 
m a meaningful way or somehow directs his attention to it” (Mannheim 
[1922a] 1964:172-173. Cp. Mannheim [1922] 1953:20). 

We reflect on what we think—or on what someone claims to know— 
by becoming aware of the context where it belongs and by thinking 
ourselves into that context. Once oriented, we know how to characterize 
and to test the thought claimed as knowledge in the manner appropriate 
to the context-domain. As the example of Mannheim’s structural analy¬ 
sis of theories of knowledge is meant to show, such insight also recog¬ 
nizes the limitations of the domain, its inability to impinge on the 
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autonomy of others. A contestable judgment of propriety forms the core 
of epistemological assessment. 

Mannheim distinguishes three classes of systematizations with dis¬ 
tinctive structures. Art contains systematizations in which integrity of 
form counts but different conceptions do not exclude or even criticize 
one another; science, in contrast, comprises strictly logical systematiza¬ 
tions for which, in principle, there are unequivocally correct questions 
and answers; and philosophy is intermediate between them. Philosophi¬ 
cal inquiries, according to Mannheim, must presuppose the possibility 
of correct solutions if there is to be a point to their pursuit; but compet¬ 
ing proposals can never be wholly rejected, even if their contribution to 
knowledge cannot yet be specified. Some philosophical questions are so 
urgent for humankind that judgments may not be postponed until solu¬ 
tions are found. Approximations and circumscriptions must serve, pro¬ 
vided that they are properly grounded in their domain. 

Mannheim’s ontological theory of knowledge offers three tests for 
the legitimacy of a knowledge claim. First, it performs the mastering 
and orienting functions of knowledge. Second, it is authentically 
grounded in the existential domain about which knowledge is claimed. 
And third, it has properties congruent with the structure of the system¬ 
atization to which it belongs; that is, the concepts formulating the claim 
and the relationships between them must fit the respective type of real¬ 
ity. Both treatises published in Structures of Thinking exemplify the ap¬ 
proach, “The distinctive character of cultural sociological knowledge” 
by distinguishing immanent from functional aspects of culture, and A 
sociological theory of culture and its knowability” by differentiating be¬ 
tween conjunctive and communicative knowledge. In the philosophical 
dissertation where Mannheim develops the tests, they gain in discursive 
f orce —despite their formulation in his metaphorical language of place 
and “home”—from Mannheim’s professional analyses and criticisms of 
respected philosophical doctrines, as well as his sophisticated invoca¬ 
tions of Husserl, Heidegger, and other authorities. 

But our present interest in Mannheim’s epistemological tests derives 
from their reverberations in his later arguments about social and politi¬ 
cal knowledge. His strategy for transcending reductionism and relativ¬ 
ism depends on the possibility of crystallizing structures of thinking out 
of the sea of opinion, mapping them, then linking them in a coherent 
design. The method of “structural analysis” exemplified in his compara¬ 
tive study of epistemologies is used to this end. 
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Tw° shifts mark Mannheim’s turn from his more general attempt to 
establish ontological grounds for the constitution of cultural knowledge 
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tition among the liberal, conservative and socialist ideologies from whfch 

Lul m f ' Acpnowledging that the construction of experience as politi¬ 
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ception of ideologies as cognitive structures. They are variously flawed, 
limited, perspectivistically one-sided, subject to drastic correction from 
other perspectives, and nevertheless productive of knowledge. Mannheim 
does not understand the structure of ideologies as an organization o 
recommendations and claims built around some central value, as is 

commonly done; he emphasizes their implicit “ontologies and episte- 

mologies.” Nor does he assume that ideologies have a standard form 
differentiated primarily by assumptions about human nature; instead, e 
stresses their diverse conceptions of historical development and of the 
relationship between knowledge and action. 

The second original claim is that sociology of knowledge beam on 
the substantive issues addressed by ideologies and that it contributes 
directly to political orientation. It does so, in Mannheim’s view, not be¬ 
cause knowledge of social genesis can in itself determine judgments o 
validity, but because comprehensive inquiry into it will foster a synthe¬ 
sis of the valid elements in the ideologies, relocating them in a develop¬ 
mental context that will not so much falsify the ideologies as cognitive 
structures as render them obsolete—displacing them with a new com¬ 
prehensive vision. , „ i 

The word “method” derives from the Greek word for way. Although 

in present usage method refers primarily to the procedures followed in 
inquiry there is an older sense, preserved in some contexts, m which 1 
indicates the topics or “places” an inquiry must traverse to reach its 
objective. Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge is a method for attam- 
ing political knowledge in the second of these senses. By requirmg in¬ 
vestigators to explicate the diverse intellectual formations competing m 
the ideological field, correlating them with one another and with the 
social situation within which the ideological field is located, the study 
carries inquirers through the matters they must consider before they can 
diagnose their own time. And it is a method or way m a third sense, 
inquirers who pursue this course gain a new readiness for comprehen¬ 
sive knowledge. They are freed from illusions about ideologies and ex¬ 
perience a new form of mastery. 


Sociology of Knowledge 

The essays published in 1929 in Ideologie und Utopie should be taken 
together with Mannheim’s work on conservatism, his presentation on 
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Mannheim’s essay on politics as a science illustrates this procedure. 
In it he compares the contrasting ideological conceptions of the rela¬ 
tionship between theory and practice, and explicates the differences by 
situating each ideology in a distinct social location. The exercise in so¬ 
ciology of knowledge tacitly introduces the concepts Mannheim then 
uses to characterize politics and the role of knowledge in it. Many read¬ 
ers object that Mannheim’s analyses presuppose a sociological philoso¬ 
phy of history that is not sufficiently expounded or defended, but 
Mannheim defends his historical interpretation as elicited by his critical 
confrontations with ideologies and validated by the synthesizing conse¬ 
quences of the encounters. The concept of “situation” has special im¬ 
portance for him. To comprehend a piece of the historical world as a 
situation is to see it as a foresightful and perspicacious political actor 
might see it. The concept already appears in this form in Hegel’s lec¬ 
tures on aesthetics, where the world as situation refers to the world as 
possessing moral significance, as a scene for action. A situation com¬ 
prises a complex of factors and conditions; it is charged with meaning: 
opportunity and prospects, threat or promise. 

In elucidating situations, then, sociologists of knowledge and ide¬ 
ologies seek the same kind of knowledge. Both pursue the intellectual 
means for effective political action. But sociologists have a larger view 
than ideologists, a synoptic vision. They can diagnose their time. And, 
Mannheim insists, they are no mere spectators. Spectators could not, 
in any case, read situations. That presupposes a will or design. But the 
precise character and source of the will directing the style of socio¬ 
logical thinking troubles Mannheim in these writings, and it is one of 
the important features about which the various essays venture differ¬ 
ent experiments. 

Although Mannheim acknowledges that key concepts of the sociol¬ 
ogy of knowledge derive from the Marxist social theory he accepts as 
the explication of proletarian socialist ideology, he maintains that the 
terms and analytical procedures undergo a change in design when they 
become part of the sociology of knowledge. No longer utilized as a tech¬ 
nique for discrediting and demoralizing opponents, the new understand¬ 
ing brings out the cognitive capabilities of ideologies even while 
uncovering the ideological character of social knowledge. These differ¬ 
ences make it impossible to consider the proletariat and its revolution¬ 
ary social purposes as the force behind sociology of knowledge. 
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Nor can sociology of knowledge be seen as animated by the univer- 
salist and rationalist designs Mannheim considers congruent with the 
social location of the capitalist bourgeoisie and identifies as the social 
principle of liberalism, because sociology of knowledge emphasizes the 
historically bound nature of social knowledge as well as the residue of 
volition and choice in all understanding. After excluding, for similar 
reasons, the other primary social styles and their social authors, Mann¬ 
heim suggests—since he has no doubt that the sociology of knowledge 
is an irresistible force—that it must express the design specific to the 
urbane and educated intellectual stratum bringing it into being and ac¬ 
tively responding to it. 

Mannheim’s emphasis on the cognitive worth of ideological knowl¬ 
edge in dynamic competition calls into question the necessity for sociol¬ 
ogy of knowledge as a force for integration. If the conflict of ideologies 
in an age of concentration and competition is grounded in the social 
realities of the time, the process itself should manifest the inner truth of 
this reality. The political process of competition would be the locus of 
all the knowledge required for politics, generating and monitoring the 
realism that is socially necessary. So understood, politics would corre¬ 
spond to the liberal parliament as a forum for rational disputation and as 
an institutionalization of the mechanisms by which knowledge is tested 
and validated. Such an outcome is too “rationalistic” for Mannheim. He 
draws on Marxism for a conception of politics as a process of dialectical 
interplay among factors more “real” than the competing opinions of lib¬ 
eral theory. But none of the political forces is bearer of a transcendent 
rationality, historically destined to reintegrate all the struggling irratio¬ 
nalities in a higher, pacified order. The contesting social forces and their 
projects in the world are complementary and in need of a synthesis that 
will incorporate elements of their diverse social wills and visions. 

The ideological field is in a state of “crisis,” incapable of immanent 
dialectical development. Several of the ideological contenders set forth 
their claims in terms so absolute that they imply the annihilation of all 
opponents and make for mindless acts of violence, without realistic 
hope of revolutionary reconstitution. All ideological contenders, more¬ 
over, use the concept of ideology in its purely destructive form to dis¬ 
orient and discredit their opponents, thereby mutually undermining 
their confidence in their own understandings and aspiration and open¬ 
ing another way to pointless violent direct action. Under these condi- 
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tions, Mannheim denies that a Realpolitik can function without a con¬ 
tribution from thinking that transcends ideological perspectives. A so¬ 
ciology of knowledge is needed to generate such thinking. Constitional 
legalism will not serve. Only a sociology of knowledge can generate 
an experience of interdependence. 

Sociology of knowledge renders diverse knowledge types legitimate, 
even while restricting the scope of the claims of each. The legitimating 
and constituting function of the sociology of knowledge is analogous to 
the functions of the democratic constitutional and legal systems in the 
juristic theory of Hans Kelsen. Sociology of knowledge and Kelsen’s 
constitutionalism both offer a civilizing framework that denies the uni¬ 
versality of claims put forward by competing political actors, while grant¬ 
ing them legitimacy as partisan participants in an unresolvable 
competition. But the differences between them are great and bear on a 
major issue in dispute during the Weimar years, the reconstitutive pow¬ 
ers of the law. 

Mannheim’s work stays on the margin of this dispute, from his use of 
Max Weber’s sociology of law as paradigm for sociology of culture in his 
first treatment of the discipline (Mannheim [1922-24] 1982), to his exclu¬ 
sion of all but juristic writers from his study of conservatism, to denigrat¬ 
ing all forms of legalism as aspects of liberal indifference to the 
irrationalities of power and conflict. What Kelsen entrusts to the legal 
manifestation of the democratically organized sovereign state, Mannheim 
would put on a basis of comprehensive, intercommunicated social knowl¬ 
edge about the common historical situation. For Mannheim, Kelsen ex¬ 
emplifies the “idealist” attempt to generate a normative order without 
reference to the actual situation and to impose it upon social existence 
from “above.” The normativizing activity of the sociology of knowledge, 
in contrast, is as rooted in the same cultural and political developments as 
the conflicts it is designed to regulate and the crisis has the capacity to 
overcome. This gives it an authenticity and connectedness no legal struc¬ 
ture can claim. It offers a genuine constitution (Burke 1945: 34Iff.). 

Two Conceptions of Ideology 

Mannheim distinguishes three features as distinctive of knowledge in 
its various types. There is first a quality of authenticity, a rootedness in 
some lasting relationship to a dimension of reality. Aesthetic knowl- 
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edge, for example, rests on a responsiveness to form, and form has real 
existence, in the special way that meanings exist in the world. In his 
studies in Structures of Thinking on the sociology of culture as a mode 
of knowledge, Mannheim seeks to uncover comparable structured atti¬ 
tudes and ontological objects to account for the possibility of the knowl¬ 
edge examined there. Second, then, knowledge is situated within an 
integrated structure, distinguished by its manner of forming concepts 
and by its logic. The whole class of the physical sciences, for example, 
operates with univocal universal concepts interlinked in deductive logi¬ 
cal systems, while the cultural sciences use descriptive concepts con¬ 
nected in less determinate but clearly patterned ways. Third, knowledge 
provides what Mannheim calls “orientations” to a given domain, and 
knowledge can be applied, recalled, and transmitted. Transient impres¬ 
sions and idiosyncratic intuitions thus cannot count as knowledge, al¬ 
though systematizations will differ in the degree to which they can find 
uses for such mental acts. Mannheim’s conception of sociology of knowl¬ 
edge as organon for a science of politics builds upon all three features of 
this theory of knowledge. The uncertainty of the tests that it generates, 
and Mannheim’s difficulties in rendering them persuasive to professional 
colleagues, however, explain his unresolved doubts about his novel and 
preferred conception of sociology as “organon” for politics as a science 
and thus his continued, parallel interest in a more narrow, discipline- 
oriented characterization of sociology of knowledge. 

For the second alternative, the sociology of knowledge appears as a 
specialized subdivision of applied sociology, and the validity of its find¬ 
ings and theories is subject to standards appropriate to this value-free 
discipline. While the emergence of the subdiscipline may be accounted 
for by social theory, the integrity of its practitioners and the value of 
their work depend on their submission to disciplinary norms. Sociology 
of knowledge as discipline is reminiscent of Mannheim’s philosophical 
position before his projection of a philosophy of history as unifying 
ground for thought. It implies a pluralism of autonomous modes of knowl¬ 
edge, moreover, that casts doubt on the cognitive role of the movement 
towards synthesis in the ideology-process, as that movement is envi¬ 
sioned by the design of the sociology of knowledge as organon. 

Ideology, in the more limited approach, appears as false conscious¬ 
ness, a view of the world distorted by the effects of unconscious social 
compulsions. Even in the introductory essay of Ideologic und Utopie, 
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Mannheim keeps open the possibility of associating his own concept 
with this skeptical connotation of the term. A criterion of false con¬ 
sciousness is presupposed by the “evaluative” concept of ideology, as 
distinguished from a “non-evaluative” one, since it is in the former 
that ideology appears as something categorically different from knowl¬ 
edge. The “non-evaluative” concept of ideology, in contrast, epito¬ 
mizes a conception of sociology of knowledge as a superior but 
complicitous collaborator in the ideological process. Mannheim in one 
place suggests a dialectical movement between these conceptions at 
successive levels of analysis, but he does not work out a persuasive 
statement of this presumed development, and the designs emerge as 
incompatible alternatives. 

The conception of sociology of knowledge as discipline is closer to 
Max Weber’s categorical distinction between scientific words as 
ploughshares and political words as swords. The continued attractive¬ 
ness to Mannheim of the former possibility owes much to his unfinished 
business with Weber: his attraction to Weber’s teachings about empiri¬ 
cism, rigor, and intellectual asceticism always coexists with his fascina¬ 
tion with historicist and phenomenological approaches. Mannheim hopes 
to achieve a dialectical change in function ( Funktionswechsel ) of Weber’s 
social interpretation of culture, but he has no philosophical confidence 
in an Hegelian dialectical logic to serve that objective. In methodologi¬ 
cal reflections, he insists that the change could be achieved by the weight 
of evidence that Weber would have had to acknowledge. This consider¬ 
ation weighs against the attempt to ground comprehensive social knowl¬ 
edge on the historical and social identity of intellectuals. In Mannheim’s 
alternative approach, the focus shifts to a disciplinary structure embod¬ 
ied in the professional community of social scientists. 

The two currents in Mannheim’s thinking about the sociology of 
knowledge have caused difficulties for his many commentators, who 
have been curiously unwilling to take seriously Mannheim’s admission 
of inconsistencies in his work, or even to explore systematically what he 
might have meant when he insisted on his right to pursue alternate pos¬ 
sibilities. His German contemporaries reacted to the more ambitious 
conception of the sociology of knowledge as organon, while later writ¬ 
ers, especially English-speaking ones, have concentrated on his notion 
of the sociology of knowledge as (also) a positive discipline, a special¬ 
ization in academic sociology. 
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The problems are compounded by the fact that Mannheim does not 
explore the alternatives in separate essays. While there are differences in 
emphasis from essay to essay and a shift in emphasis after the 1920s, the 
conceptions are frequently intertwined. Mannheim sometimes speaks of 
them as representing, in effect, his maximum and minimum programs. 
But this formula does not cover the case, since the sociology of knowl¬ 
edge as discipline differs from the sociology of knowledge as organon 
precisely on the two points that have been noted as Mannheim’s distinc¬ 
tive contributions: the cognitive character of ideologies and the role of the 
sociology of knowledge in generating a substantive theory of history. The 
countercurrent in Mannheim’s thinking functions rather as a fallback po¬ 
sition, designed to preserve what he insists are uncontestable findings and 
practices of the sociology of knowledge, while avoiding theoretical and 
political difficulties associated with his more ambitious design. 

To speak of “program,” “position,” and “political difficulties” in this 
connection is to recall Mannheim’s programmatic concern with the lib¬ 
eral objective of showing how discursive reason can be in command of 
power. The liberal project links the two currents: if the sociology of 
knowledge cannot be the organon for a synthetic and reconciling under¬ 
standing of the direction and meaning of historical development, pro¬ 
viding a scientific grasp of the situation in which all parties will recognize 
themselves, then it can at least be a propaedeutic for scientific social 
theory, a prophylactic against ideologies that promote enlightenment. 
Mannheim’s work in this domain must be understood as an ingenious, 
conscientious, and determined pursuit of the hunch that the way through 
the crisis of liberal civilization must go beyond the relativizing insights 
of fashionable cultural and political commentary that exposes the his¬ 
torical and social conditioning of all cultural productions, including 
knowledge. He is thinking this problem through, building on a philo¬ 
sophical model of knowledge derived from phenomenological specula¬ 
tion and elaborated in his essay on the structural analysis of epistemology. 
He emphasizes throughout a regulative ideal of philosophy of history, 
inspired above all by Hegelian readings of Marx, as well as the paradig¬ 
matic realism of Max Weber, whose intellectual strategies strengthen 
Mannheim’s professionalism when his speculations draw him close to 
the belletristic and pseudophilosophical devices of the cultural essay¬ 
ists. And his thinking is conditioned by a strong sense of political re¬ 
sponsibility amid changing readings of the political situation. 





Mannheim’s Weimar Project: Ways of Knowledge 77 

It is Mannheim’s paradoxical thesis, in the main current of his Weimar 
thought, that ideologies count as knowledge by virtue of the fact com¬ 
monly used to discredit them. Precisely because they are each rooted in 
the perspective specific to some social group, they are authentically con¬ 
nected to the real processes of social existence and to the way knowl¬ 
edge arises and works within it. Each group, of course, sees different 
threats and possibilities in the situation and needs to know different things 
about it. That is why ideologies are perspectival. But each does know 
something, and knows it well. In his explication of such knowledge in 
Structures of Thinking, he speaks of “conjunctive” knowledge, arid means 
by this a knowledge “in touch” with things and shareable only among 
knowers similarly situated and somehow in contact with one another, or 
among connoisseurs situated so as to develop a special sensibility for 
the historical variety of such knowledge. 

In his work on conservatism, specifically in the exposition of Savigny’s 
conservative distinction between a law rooted in a communal sense of 
justice and a law derived from juristic systematization, Mannheim elabo¬ 
rates a similar conception of a way of thinking attached to collective 
forms of life. Mannheim’s awareness of the positive sense attached to a 
showing of social roots in conservative thought and his own experi¬ 
menting with that sense are expressed dramatically in one terminologi¬ 
cal choice, involving a concept central to his subsequent approach. He 
first introduces one of the key concepts of his sociology of knowledge, 
“seinsverbundenes Denken ,” when characterizing the more conserva¬ 
tive of the two types of legal thinking distinguished by Savigny (Savigny 
1892). One type of thinking is “abstract thinking, detached from the 
organic,” and it operates with rigorous definitions, restricted to mere 
elaborations of form. “ Seinsverbundenes Denken ” in law, by contrast, is 
constituted by the recognition “that the knowing subject must be exis¬ 
tentially rooted in the community in which the living, always changing 
law is to be found” (Mannheim [1925] 1986: 159). Mannheim thus es¬ 
tablishes a terminological association between the thinking integral to 
the life of a community and the ultimate origination of modem histori- 
cism in the conservative movement against rationalization. Both are 
rooted in concrete existence, in contrast to strictly definable, logically 
systematized formal abstractions. 

Mannheim subsequently uses the term he introduces in the Savigny 
discussion to describe the quality common to all thought subject to so- 
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ciological interpretation, but the continuities with Savigny’s conserva¬ 
tive idea do not extend to the notion that only communities bound by 
soil and tradition can possess such knowledge. 2 In his first formulations 
of the distinction between “conjunctive” and “communicative” thinking 
in Structures of Thinking , he comes close when he suggests that the 
communicative type, produced by social modernization and rationaliza¬ 
tion, obliterates interpersonal human meanings. In the sociology of 
knowledge experiments in Conservatism , however, he already refers 
authentic social knowledge to the collective experiences of social classes 
in complex industrial societies, and this takes him far from conservative 
praise of communal ways of thought. The positive connotation of exis¬ 
tential rootedness, nevertheless, remains an important characteristic in 
his thinking. 

This criterion is vital to the distinction between “partial” and “total” 
concepts of ideology proposed by Mannheim in the first essay of 
Ideologie und Utopie . Partial ideology derives from intellectualist dis¬ 
trust of purposive discourse, but it suffices to comprehend self-inter¬ 
ested manipulative designs in political expressions. But total ideology 
constitutes a way of knowing. Mannheim is concerned above all with 
the authentic cultural phenomenon corresponding to total ideology, a 
concept designating a style of thought inherent in a social and historical 
location. While an analyst applying the partial concept would uncover 
the interested motive underlying, for example, a newspaper editorial 
welcoming a measure of unemployment as an incentive to productivity, 
Mannheim would have investigated, as Gunnar Myrdal has done, the 
ideological context that gives meaning to such concepts as “unemploy¬ 
ment” and “productivity” and the social and historical roots of this ide¬ 
ology. An analysis grounded on the concept of total ideology would lead 
not only to the powers and historical limitations of bourgeois political 
economy but also to the competing presence of what Marx had called 
the “political economy of the proletariat.” Study of the “total ideology” 
opens the way to the ideological field and to the historical situation of 
which it is a part. Sociology of knowledge, on this reading, is concerned 
with establishing a vital connection to this underlying historical situation. 

As is often the case at key points in Mannheim’s argument, there is a 
paradox here. Like other forms of social knowledge, the synthetic 
achievement of the sociology of knowledge depends for its cognitive 
integrity on its rootedness in the social reality it explicates. Yet sociol- 
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ogy of knowledge is grounded in a social stratum comparatively de¬ 
tached from the parties contesting the social terrain. The question is 
whether the style of thought peculiar to intellectuals can be authentic or 
whether it is bound to be a superficial, surface phenomenon. In many of 
his essays, Mannheim accepts this paradox without comment, letting 
the literary familiarity with dialectical ironies carry the burden of the 
argument. In other places, however, he concedes the need to present 
intellectuals as disciplined by constraints that his theory of their social 
location alone would not account for. Impatience with the superficial 
impressionism” of the sophisticated and relativist intellectuals and dis¬ 
trust of the romantic indiscipline of antirationalist literary intellectuals 
had been, after all, starting points for his own work. 

Mannheim’s well-known formula of “socially unattached intellectu¬ 
als (sozialfreischwebende Intelligent), like “ Seinsverbundenheit ,” first 
appears in Conservatism. Similarly too, familiarity with the earlier use 
complicates the interpretation of the later writings, rendering the texts 
richer in ambiguities. Mannheim introduces the expression to identify 
the proponents of romanticism, but quickly notes that the same social 
formation had also promulgated Enlightenment thought. Such intellec¬ 
tuals have been caretakers of the world of the spirit since the eighteenth 
century. While they remained true to the Enlightenment, Mannheim 
maintains, they kept up a connection with the bourgeois class from which 
most of them sprang, but when they reacted against rationalism, im¬ 
pelled by ideal reasons alone, they found themselves in “sociological as 
well as metaphysical alienation and isolation” (Mannheim [1925] 
1986:117). 3 Only then did the intellectuals display the full mixture of 
qualities peculiar to this social formation, above all “an extraordinary 
sensitivity combined with moral unsteadiness, a constant readiness for 
adventure and obscurantism” (Mannheim [1925] 1986:117-18). “These 
unattached intellectuals,” Mannheim also observes, “are the archetypical 
apologists, ‘ideologists’ who are masters at providing a basis and back¬ 
ing for the political designs whose service they enter, whatever these 
may be” (Mannheim [1925] 1986:118). 

But this stratum is also the locus of philosophical reflection on his¬ 
tory and comprehensive reading of the times, initiating in its romantic 
phase the line of thinking that carries forward through Hegel, Treitschke, 
and Marx to the German sociology of Mannheim’s own time. “This is 
certainly the positive side of their activities,” he writes, “for there must 
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and should always be people who are not so bound by their immediate 
ties that they care only for the ‘next step’” (Mannheim [1925] 1986:118). 
But this productive achievement comes about, when “socially unattached 
intellectuals, with their inherent sense of system and totality, bind them¬ 
selves to the designs of social forces which are concretely manifest” 
(Mannheim [1925] 1986: 214, n.150). There must be, in other words, a 
tie to a social reality more effective than their spiritual state, if the so¬ 
cially unattached intellectuals are to perform their larger spiritual tasks. 
A requirement for such social commitment stands in a problematic rela¬ 
tionship to Mannheim’s later view that the social stratum has a decisive 
role precisely by virtue of its unique capabilities for openness and choice, 
allowing it to generate a synthesis out of incompatible ideologies. The 
difference is shaped by nuances, but lets Mannheim preserve a more 


ironic view of intellectuals. 

This distrust is echoed in Mannheim’s subsequent reading of fascism 
as the ideology of a stratum of intellectuals who are outsiders, as well 
as in his warning that an ideology and political enterprise designed by 
intellectuals on their own behalf could only be a fascist one (Mannheim 
[1929] 1952:123). This paradox about authenticity and his ambivalence 
about intellectuals are clearly among the considerations that keep alive 
for Mannheim an alternative theory about the sociology of knowledge 
and its relationship to ideology, and brings the alternative to the fore 
when fascism gains ascendancy, first in large circles of the academic 
and extramural intelligentsia and then, overwhelmingly, in the cultural 
domain as a whole. Nevertheless, he never abandons the argument, at 
least while writing in Germany, that intellectuals must become aware of 
their distinctive mission by gaining consciousness of themselves as a 
group. Mannheim’s post-Marxist analysis draws on the idea of a histori¬ 
cally privileged social location while rejecting the notion that one ideol- 
ogy possesses a monopoly of knowledge. The recourse to intellectuals 
remains decisive for him because they are uniquely haunted by ideology 


as a problem. 

Karl Mannheim specified his debt to Marxist social theory and de¬ 
clared his independence from Marxist ideology in an address to Dutch 
students in October 1932. He credits “proletarian thought with origi¬ 
nating the method of sociological self-interpretation, the method of 
deriving one’s historical mission from the vantage point of one’s socio¬ 
logical situation” (Mannheim [1932] 1993:72). But he rejects the con- 
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tention that social classes are the only entities capable of such conscious¬ 
ness, insisting that the sociological way to self-awareness has become 
common property of many types of social groups. His professed aim is 
to free the intelligentsia from the misconception that it must either count 
as class or be nothing, to free intellectual life from the tyranny of parti¬ 
san ideologies, among which the Marxist is the most seductive. “In times 
like ours, he writes, “when the intellectual has long since cast off the 
presumptuousness of a theocentric emissary of God, but is rather tempted 
to regard himself as a sociologically irrelevant nullity, it is our supreme 
duty, not to destroy the proletarian socio-logic, but to confidently sur¬ 
mount it by taking account of the independent position of intellectuals 
in present-day society” (Mannheim [1932] 1993: 74). Mannheim then 
claims that sociology of knowledge achieves this purpose, expanding 
on his principal theses in Ideologic und Utopie. To prepare the way for 
his contention that the cognitive and transformative qualities Marxists 
ascribe to proletarian class consciousness are shared by the reflexive 
social awareness of other types of social formations, Mannheim adduces 
the case of women. The emancipation of women provides a model for 
undermining the intimidating monopoly of class theory. 

“We see woman,” Mannheim says, “becoming more conscious of her 
own being. She has begun to reflect about herself.” She had been thought 
about before, of course. Everyone has always known about women: what 
she is able and what she is obliged to do. But these were the thoughts of 
men, expressing the preferences of “her partner, or rather: her oppo¬ 
nent. Man occupied the dominant position and could express his 
thoughts, while woman lacked a consciousness of her own, and accepted 
his thoughts about her as binding truth, both in her spiritual life and in 
her conduct.” Now this has changed. The central fact revealed by Marx ¬ 
ism about thinking in the economic sphere applies to all social relations: 
types of social actors interpret all others from their own points of view, 
generating misleading ideologies. Once woman recognizes that she has 
not been governed by her own thoughts, that action appropriate to her 
position cannot be adequately guided by the designs of those who ben¬ 
efit from imposing an ideology on her, “she attempts to live her life as a 
new, independent being” (Mannheim [1932] 1993:73). 

The general insight into ideology is necessary but it is not sufficient. 
Turning to psychoanalytic language, Mannheim says that there are “in¬ 
hibitions” that obstruct full consciousness and corresponding action; 
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many women, in fact, “talk a great deal about emancipation, but only in 
order to abreact their inhibitions without bringing themselves to act.” 
These inhibitions, he maintains, are a function of particular social situa¬ 
tions, and they can be counteracted by a “socioanalysis” that clarifies 
their sources and operations. Sociology cannot tell whether a society 
wholly free of such inhibitions is possible, but Mannheim assures his 
listeners that progress is possible, “such conditions can be consciously 
promoted.” He offers women a vital interest in the destiny of intellectu¬ 
als. Because the sociology to which he aspires is, in his own view, best 
understood as the explication of intellectuals’ consciousness, he devotes 
the remainder of his lecture to that theme. 

Speaking to fledgling intellectuals at a time when political commit¬ 
ment seemed inescapable, he struggles to strike a balance between par¬ 
tisan politics and the intelligentsia’s historical mission. Mannheim 
maintains that political parties are organs of social classes, and, conse¬ 
quently, that the intelligentsia “is not in a position to form its own party.” 
He continues: 

Anyone who believes that a party of intellectuals is necessary has got the diagnosis 
of intellectuals wrong. It would be a complete accident if anything at all reasonable 
came of this. And that can hardly be the basis for gaining consciousness. Above all, 
it has to be recognized that there is no group that is as divided internally (bank 
manger, professor, “yellow press journalist,” bohemian), and that this division is a 
division according to classes. More than that: the formation of a party of intellec¬ 
tuals would inevitably lead to fascism. This, of course, is hardly something to be 
desired. But the intellectual should recognize, on the other hand, that he belongs to 
a specific class. And to this class he must go, not to submerge himself as a pseudo¬ 
member in a class in which he does not feel at home, but honestly and with full 
conviction. And he must join its party. (Mannheim [1932] 1993:75-76) 

But this advice cannot be Mannheim’s last word because he also wants 
to emphasize the distinctive qualities common to intellectuals, as well 
as the reactions they provoke. Mannheim seems caught in a contradic¬ 
tion and seasons his conclusion with sarcasm: 

Julien Benda... laments that the uncommitted thinker is becoming extinct and 
that everything turns political. However, Benda appears to be mistaken. Politization 
also entails an important advantage. The traditional cult of the exclusively self- 
oriented, self-sufficient intelligentsia is in the process of disappearing; and let us 
be straightforward about the fact that we can no longer bear this aesthetic type: we 
must finish with this socially aimless, socially useless thinking. It is absolutely 
essential that the intellect become combative, if not after the fashion of contempo¬ 
rary Germany, where one first bashes each other’s head in and only then begins to 
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think! Fundamentally, the intellectual should recognize that his intellectual iden¬ 
tity prescribes certain duties: he must learn to cherish the fact of his intellectual 
education as an obligation. The danger of politicization, however, is the encapsula¬ 
tion of free thought under the constraint from church, state, or class organization. 
All of these merely desire a restrained or functionary form of thinking. Therefore I 
say: join the party which is the organic expression of the class, but do not think as 
a functionary but as a free man! I refrain from giving advice on which particular 
party to choose: you must decide for yourself, because that is precisely what makes 
you an intellectual. Join the ranks, but maintain the freedom of living thought— 
and you shall experience for yourself how soon you will be kicked out on the 
streets. (Mannheim [1932] 1993:79) 

Mannheim hedges. Even the dictatorial parties need intellectuals to guide 
the reorientations required by the times and to devise arguments for the 
uncommitted. But this does not allay his pessimism. While the distinc¬ 
tive vocation of the intellectual in a class-centered society is clear, its 
fulfillment is uncertain. There is no reliable institution to mediate the 
contradiction between the political organizations that the responsible 
intellectual may not ignore and the mental activity that in fact consti¬ 
tutes the intellectual. 

In sum, Mannheim’s work constantly balances his central proposal 
against objections he cannot disregard. It may be objected that intellec¬ 
tuals cannot be the source of a distinctive creative political design of 
their own, since they are the elaborators of all ideologies, in the service 
of all social impulses and natural apologists for all groups. Mannheim 
counters that even such justifications raise social and political impulses 
to a level above brute conflict. They bring clashes of interest and struggles 
for power into the sphere of the spirit and thereby reproduce and de¬ 
velop the cultural inheritance. Their conversance with that field, more¬ 
over, and their exchanges with one another in the language of the 
educated, notwithstanding their differing ideological affiliations, take 
on added weight when there is dramatic concentration and polarization 
of competing ideological forces. 

Because the intellectuals are situated where the ideologies make their 
competing claims in the most sophisticated ways, they are well placed 
to acknowledge the plurality of ideologies and to assess their intellec¬ 
tual force. Mannheim illustrates this point in his own practice by citing 
with respect Lukacs, Lenin, and even Stalin, on the left, and Othmar 
Spann and Vilfredo Pareto, on the right. The prime social class competi¬ 
tors themselves, in contrast to the intellectuals, become ever more rig¬ 
idly organized and steadily more distrustful of “their” intellectuals. They 
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are satisfied that the time has come for confrontation instead of compe¬ 
tition over the public interpretation of reality, and they find that intellec¬ 
tuals, whatever their ideological profession, jeopardize the combativeness 
of the parties to which they adhere. All this weakens the links between 
many intellectuals and the vital principles animating the predominant 
ideologies. They come to an increasing awareness of their distance from 
the actively engaged organizations and their commonality with other 
intellectuals. 

But that raises the objection that such distancing will turn intellectu¬ 
als into mere skeptics and relativists, into pessimists about all action, or 
into fideists in defiance of their own knowledge, tendencies Mannheim 
finds even in the works of Dilthey, Simmel, Weber, and Scheler. The 
new generation, however, has witnessed the innovative political achieve¬ 
ments of the postwar period and, as a member of that generation, 
Mannheim professes belief in rational action. He avoids concrete politi¬ 
cal references, but seems hopeful about the Weimar political situation. 
As late as 1932, he speaks about a politics of conflict and compromise 
among contesting interests and ideologies in a tone markedly more posi¬ 
tive than the political commentary of almost all of his academic col¬ 
leagues (Mannheim 1932a: 38). 4 Such passages must be balanced, of 
course, against other passages proclaiming a great crisis in political and 
social life. But in their bearing on the question of the purposiveness of 
the intellectuals, the two readings of the political situation converge in 
their effects. Promise and threat together stimulate the intellectuals to 
action on their own behalf, Mannheim thought. The special mission of 
the intellectuals is to work for “synthesis”: to cultivate a political life in 
which the “next step” in the historically conditioned line of develop¬ 
ment can be taken with minimal loss to old achievements in culture and 
maximal enlistment of all social energies. Intellectuals are to bring about 
what liberal ideology had claimed for the market place of ideas and 
parliament—except that they understand and show what needs to be 
done in a world that is far more complex, irrational, and activist than the 
world projected by liberalism. 

And Mannheim contends that there are historical precedents for in¬ 
tellectuals assuming a mediating role. Even if there has never been a 
prior instance of a mediation among all ideologies present in a competi¬ 
tive field, according to Mannheim, the multitude of ideological ventures 
that crowded the field after the breakdown of the old monopolistic con- 
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trol over the public interpretation of social life exercised by the Church 
were successfully concentrated into a few by synoptic thinkers like Stahl 
and Hegel, for the conservatives, and Marx, for the socialists. He finds, 
moreover, that the work of thinkers like Ernst Troeltsch and Alfred We¬ 
ber, who address the political public as well as the academy, indicates 
that a sense of integrative mission is in formation. 

Mannheim speaks of these matters in a language adapted from Marx¬ 
ist conceptions of class consciousness. The point of the discourse is not 
only to show that the developments described are in fact under way, but 
also to make intellectuals recognize that his interpretation makes sense 
of their own experiences, lives, and aspirations, and thus to bring them 
to acknowledge that they share in this mission. Their own subsequent 
interventions, in turn, proceeding through the findings of the sociology 
of knowledge, would not merely uncover new information about things 
in the social world. By redefining the situation in ways that directly 
involve the vital energies of the competing ideological parties, they would 
be changing the contours of the entire political field and the character of 
the competition. 


Notes 


1. The published essays contain Mannheim’s responses to Ernst Troeltsch’s Der 
Historismus und seine Probleme (1922), Georg Lukacs’ Geschichte und 
Klassenbewufitsein ([1923] 1968), and Max Scheler’s Versuchezu einer Soziologie 
des Wissens (1924). 

2. The textual situation is complicated by the fact that Mannheim uses both 
“Seinsverbundenheit ” and “Seinsgebundenheit, ” almost everywhere interchange¬ 
ably. In one passage in his 1931 encyclopedia article, “Wissenssoziologie,” 
Mannheim differentiates between them, although without explanation: “The di¬ 
rection of research in the sociology of knowledge may be guided in such a way 
that it does not lead to an absolutising of the connectedness to existence 
(Seinsverbundenheit ) but that precisely in the discovery of the existential con ¬ 
nectedness of present insights, a first step towards the resolution of existential 
determination ( Seinsgebundenheit ) is seen” (Mannheim [1931] 1952:259). In this 
passage, Mannheim apparently takes advantage of a nuance of difference be¬ 
tween the two German expressions. They have different ranges of connotations. 
“Verbundenheit” extends to freely chosen and morally binding ties, while 
“Gebundenheit ” reaches out towards compulsion. Seinsgebundenheit thus refers 
to an objective and comparatively strict linkage between the conditions under 
which thought exists in the world and the makeup of the thought itself; 
Seinsverbundenheit also expresses such linkage, but takes it more nearly as a 
function of the subjective commitments and identifications of those who bear the 
thought in society, and accordingly as less firmly fixed. In articulating the con- 
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trast, then, Mannheim insists that awareness of the social commitments constitu¬ 
tive of social knowledge will counter the mechanical and alienated forms of those 
commitments, operating as uncontrollable constraints. The English translation 
incorporated in Ideology and Utopia omits the distinction between Seins- 
verbundenheit and Seinsgebundenheit , rendering them both as “situational deter¬ 
mination.” Cp. Mannheim 1936a:271. See Meja 1975:7 and Simonds 1978:27. 

3. This is one of the few interpretions that Mannheim changed when he published a 
portion of the text in German (Mannheim 1927). The purely “immanent” sources 
of the development from Enlightenment to romanticism are now presented as 
responses to social and political developments. The difference is important, not 
least because the question of spiritual and intellectual creativity is a touchstone 
for his mentor Alfred Weber. 

4. See Mannheim’s claim, in his Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences (Mannheim 
1935b) entry on Tonnies, that it was an achievement of the Weimar Republic to 
have recognized the value of sociology in the education of its citizens. 


4 


The Politics of Synthesis 


According to Mannheim’s introductory statement of purpose his ob¬ 
jective in Ideologic und Utopie is to break through the crisis of distrust 
crippling political life. The essay on politics as a science, on the relation 
between theory and practice, he places at the center of the book. Ideologic 
und Utopie is a political book in the context of Weimar. Yet direct evi- 
ence to place Mannheim in the Weimar political spectrum is meager. 
He counts as a refugee from Hungary for some years, but he was never 
a leftist political emigre. He arrived in Germany as a refugee from Hun¬ 
garian authorities, ostracized as a minor beneficiary of Lukacs’ tenure 
m the education portfolio of the Soviet regime. But on the balance of the 
evidence, Mannheim stayed true to the nonpolitical “culturist” program 
of the original Sunday Circle during the months of communist rule in 
ungary. His personal loyalty to his communist friends led him to take 
risks to help them escape, but Bela Balazs spoke scornfully of an ap¬ 
proach by Mannheim and Hauser to the reconstituted Sunday group in 
Vienna, charging that they had abandoned the group when most of its 
members committed themselves to the Revolution and wanted to return 
only when the Revolution seemed indefinitely postponed. Although 
annhetm was allowed to join the discussions during his 1920 Vienna 
visit undoubtedly because of closer personal ties and higher intellectual 
standing with the group, Balazs’ dismissal of Hauser, “We can no longer 
have contacts which are not also alliances,” applies equally to Mannheim 
(Karadiand Vezer 1985:126-27; cp. Gabor 1983:8; Congdon 1983:175). 
Like Hauser, Mannheim never subordinated his thinking to partisan com¬ 
mitments, and the lack of such loyalty was Balazs’ standard for exclu¬ 
sion. Mannheim’s favorable review of Lukacs’ Theory of the Novel 
(Mannheim [1920] 1993) may have been a gesture of solidarity when 
Lukacs was in mortal danger of extradition to Hungary on murder 
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charges, but nothing in the review acknowledges that Lukacs had been 
dedicated to the Bolshevik cause since December 1918. Since the issue 
of Logos in which the review appears is dated 1920, and is otherwise 
given over to articles on Spengler’s Decline of the West, first published 
in 1918, time constraints alone do not explain Mannheim s failure to 
acknowledge the political coloration Lukacs had given the philosophy 
of history Mannheim praises. 2 Lukacs would not have countenanced the 
omission. Ignoring Lukacs’ partisan preoccupations, Mannheim says 
nothing to distinguish his position from that encapsulated in the motto 
of a campaign for Lukacs among German literary figures: “Not the poli¬ 
tician, but the human being and thinker Georg von Lukazs (sic) must be 
defended.” 3 Mannheim is included on a list of “future leaders of demo¬ 
cratic Hungary” compiled in 1922 by Mihaly Karolyi, the leader of the 
short-lived first Hungarian Republic; and Hungarian scholars credit 
Mannheim with authorship of an uncharacteristically florid article align¬ 
ing himself in 1924 with the purely political opposition to the Horthy 
regime. Despite these faint, uncertain hints of a liberal political profile, 
Mannheim overwhelmingly translated his Hungarian loyalties into per¬ 
sonal, family matters. 

If the dramatic events leading to Mannheim’s departure from Hungary 
do not define his German political identity or clarify his central political 
concerns, his Hungarian experience nevertheless bears importantly on his 
most important political concept. The puzzle about Mannheim’s reliance 
on the intelligentsia to conduct a politics of synthesis is not his general 
concept of the intellectual, but his sense of the sociologically diverse group 
as bearer of a collective mission. Mannheim’s vision derives from non- 
Westem models. In cohesiveness, mutual recognition, patterns of con¬ 
duct, and self-conception, his Budapest generation has more in common 
with oppositional cultural formations in the Russian Empire (and its 
largely Jewish—emigration) and among dissident nationalities in Aus¬ 
tria-Hungary than with the West European literary or professional types 
Mannheim exclusively covers in his unfinished major study on “The Prob¬ 
lem of the Intellectuals: Its Past and Present Role.” As Mannheim 
(1940:82n.) notes in a later work, surprisingly crediting a Cambridge don 
for the reference to Masaryk’s Spirit of Russia (1919), the term “Intelli¬ 
gentsia” originates in Russia. Peter Nettl writes: 

The word “intelligentsia”... captures the subtle increase in exacerbation over the 

word “intellectual”: while the latter may develop from a social stratum into a col- 
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lectivity under certain favorable circumstances, an intelligentsia is more of a self- 
conscious collectivity ab ovo. In other words, in the Russian context the relation¬ 
ship between dissent in ideas and a sociopolitical role is historically much more 
strongly marked. (Nettl 1969:95; cp. Beloff 1985:402; Brym 1980:42-48; Will¬ 
iams 1976:141) 

Like the English word, neither the transliteration from the Russian nor the 
German “Intelligenz ” normally have these wider connotations in German 
usage, except when the reference is to Russians at home or in exile (We¬ 
ber [1906] 1989). With its enthusiasm for Dostoyevsky and its Russian 
connections, Mannheim’s Lukacs fellowship has been characterized as 
“East” rather than left or right of the Jaszi Sociological Society. 4 Mannheim 
had every reason to move “West,” but nothing he found there quite corre¬ 
sponds to the notion of intellectuals with a “mission.” And it is among the 
predominantly Jewish “ideologists of the Russian Left,” that one more 
commonly finds Mannheim’s characteristic architectonic conception that 
“political theory [has] to be developed as only one facet of a general 
Weltanschauung embracing at least philosophy, sociology, anthropology, 
psychology and biology” (Frankel 1981). Mannheim’s idea of using soci¬ 
ology to transcend such ideological activity and to attain “synthesis” also 
implies self-transcendence for a type of intellectual that was as alien and 
mystifying a phenomenon in Germany as in London (cp. Horowitz 1988). 

Mannheim’s political project, in short, requires him to sever himself 
from his roots in the Jewish Budapest “Generation of 1900,” with its 
constitutive ambivalences about the East. The commitment to academic 
sociology marks the shift. His search for functional equivalents of the 
intelligentsia that his approach nevertheless requires later brings him, 
paradoxically enough, close to Christian circles in both Germany and 
England. But in Weimar Germany, the group that best illuminates his 
conception of synthesis is rarely recognized by Mannheim in his Ger¬ 
man writings. 5 The present chapter is in part devoted to a thought ex¬ 
periment, comparing Mannheim’s design for reconstituting Weimar 
political thought with the constitutional politics of moderate Socialist 
advocates. Most of them shared his enthusiasm for sociology and his 
scepticism about Marxist ideology. And they resemble him too in para¬ 
doxically pursuing the holistic visions emblematic of the “intelligen¬ 
tsia” through professional work in professional identities. They sought 
to remake the role of lawyer as Mannheim sought to redefine the voca ¬ 
tion of the sociologist. In both cases, an established discipline was ex¬ 
pected to serve the reconstitution of the political world. 
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Politics at a Distance 

Mannheim’s experiences during his decade at the University of Heidel¬ 
berg, from 1920 to 1930, reinforced his inclination to avoid political 
partisanship. When he was proposed for habilitation in 1925, the Inner 
Senate of the University objected to his being licensed as Privatdozent 
because he lacked German citizenship. His academic sponsors, Emil 
Lederer and Alfred Weber, defended Mannheim “as a man who has never 
exposed himself politically in the past and will not, to judge by his gen¬ 
eral attitude and inclinations, ever do so in the future”; 6 and his German 
publications before his habilitation were technical and apolitical enough. 
The university and the authorities of the Baden state government even¬ 
tually decided the issue in Mannheim’s favor. His naturalization, how¬ 
ever, was debated at intergovernmental levels for another three years. 

The official exchanges concerning Mannheim’s naturalization illus¬ 
trate not only the difficulties confronting an alien Jew aspiring to an 
academic career, but also the obstructions barring such a person from 
influence on established political elites. Under the naturalization law of 
the time, any exception to a twenty-year probationary period required 
the agreement of all state governments. Baden had requested Mannheim’s 
naturalization after only eight years residence on the grounds of his ex¬ 
ceptional qualifications and accomplishments, as well as his culturally 
German background. Bavaria and Wurttemberg witheld consent. In the 
confidential exchanges of 1929, the official from the Wurttemberg Min¬ 
istry of the Interior at one point writes: 

I see in the ever more common generous naturalization of ever larger numbers of 
Eastern foreigners of alien stock ( fremdstammige Ostauslander) a serious threat to 
German interests, especially at present, when it must be feared that professions 
which should be kept German, notably university teaching, will become foreign 
through and though ( Durchfremdung ). 

Bavaria’s Ministry adds: 

Dr. Mannheim is, moreover, an Eastern foreigner of alien stock. He has been in the 
country only eight years. The ever more common intrusion of Eastern elements 
(who are undesirable in any case) into German university careers must gradually 
lead to a flooding of German culture by foreign elements ( Oberfremdung deutscher 
Kultur). In view of the large number of well qualified domestic candidates, many 
forced to struggle bitterly for survival, I see no justification for bringing in for¬ 
eigners to educate our German academic youth, especially ones originating in a 
culture essentially alien to the German one. 
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The official from Baden knows how he must speak to his colleagues, 
and presumably to the officials in the federal Chancellory as well, for 
whom this correspondence is eventually intended: 

Although I share the views of the others, that overpopulating university careers 
with Eastern elements is undesirable in general, I think that exceptions are justified 
where outstanding and professionally recognized achievements are present and the 
promise is great. Although Dr. Mannheim is a Jew, his case is not that of an Eastern 
foreigner in the usual sense, since his native city Budapest is to be considered as 
belonging to the German cultural domain in certain respects, in view of Hungary’s 
former membership in the Austro-Hungarian Empire. (BG) 

Diplomacy eventually triumphed, and Mannheim enjoyed four years of 
German civic rights. 

In the Heidelberg Faculty of Social Sciences, the forbidden expres¬ 
sion of the “political” was a breach of decorum as defined by mandarin 
custom. Mannheim’s principal academic sponsors were in fact both se¬ 
cure in their professional standing despite their support of parties of the 
Weimar coalition. Alfred Weber, like his brother Max, was a founding 
member of the Democratic Party (DDP). But the rhetoric of the DDP, 
like that of the Conservatives, spoke the pathetic language of a national 
unity transcending parties, respectful of academic tradition and continu¬ 
ities of state (Pois 1976). Emil Lederer, on the other hand, was a social¬ 
ist, the nominee of the Independent Socialist Party (USPD) to the 
“Socialization Commission” of December, 1918, and briefly Austrian 
Minister of Socialization a year later. 7 But Lederer had exceptionally 
strong support in the ministry for universities, and his public functions 
in professional roles were in any case different from participation in 
partisan conflict. The academic work had to be recognized as free from 
“political” overtones, and Marxist ideas not conforming to grudgingly 
accepted “scientific” varieties precluded certification. Mannheim was 
protected by Lederer, but his disputed civic status gave him ample rea¬ 
son for circumspection. To function as public intellectual, he first had to 
secure his place in the academy. 

Within the German Sociological Society, too, acceptability was in¬ 
creasingly defined by the struggle against historical materialism, and 
especially against any “unmasking” of the “ideological” characters of 
respectable thinking. During the first decade of the century, the term 
“sociology” had been loosely associated with Marxism, and the small 
group that formed the new society, avowing their loyalty to Max Weber’s 
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program, vigorously sought to dispel these associations and to render 
the discipline academically legitimate. The central figures were Werner 
Sombart, Ferdinand Tonnies, and Leopold von Wiese, although Alfred 
Weber also had considerable influence (Konig 1984; Kasler 1981). The 
political upheavals of 1918-19 forced the question of Marxism on the 
sociological agenda with new urgency, and the emerging profession re¬ 
sponded through a series of set-piece “disputes.” The proceedings of the 
Fourth Congress of German Sociologists, which took place in Heidel¬ 
berg in 1924 while Mannheim was at work on his sociological studies 
there, illustrate the character of the conflict during the first years of the 
Weimar Republic. 

As at the Third Congress in 1920, the organizers staged a confronta¬ 
tion between the Austrian Marxist, Max Adler, and an opponent known 
to share the official, “unpolitical” conception of professional sociology. 
In 1920, the opponent had been Hans Kelsen; in 1924, it was Max Scheler. 
Angry heckling led by Alfred Weber punctuated Adler’s talk, and the 
dynamics of the occasion are suggestive for understanding Mannheim’s 
strategies in the same forum four years later. Adler argues that Scheler’s 
philosophical speculations on relations between cultural contexts and 
modes of knowing lack reference to dynamic social forces, and that 
Scheler’s teachings, typified by his plea for Western openness to East¬ 
ern capacities for suffering and contemplation, reveal the inability of 
“bourgeois science” to face realities damaging to its world. Adler re¬ 
calls that his distinction between “bourgeois” and “proletarian” social 
policy ( Sozialpolitik ) had already caused an uproar the day before, and 
he continues: “For there is such ressentiment associated with the terms 
‘bourgeois and proletarian’ among bourgeois scholars, that it is scarcely 
possible to have a calm discussion.” Someone rises to the bait and calls 
out, “And what about proletarian scholars?” Adler calmly—even pedan¬ 
tically—insists that “proletarian science” is not interest-bound and that 
scientific method is universal: the difference lies in proletarian readi¬ 
ness to comprehend the social forces making for progressive change. 
His distinction explains, he contends, the sudden fascination in bour¬ 
geois-educated publics with the decline of culture, as well as the Ori¬ 
ent—“even in those circles where Orientals are not in general so very 
popular.” Moreover, bourgeois scholars now extenuate the old “Yellow 
Peril” and even flirt with it, “because it might help to avert the Red 
Peril, if also at the cost of white independence.” Alfred Weber interrupts 
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to charge rabble-rousing (“ Volksversammlung /”) and is answered by 
protest and applause. Adler proceeds with his contrast between “station¬ 
ary” and “evolutionary” thinking, and he evokes another angry response 
when he mockingly recalls the contrasts between contemporary politi¬ 
cal imagery and that of the recent past. It is now good form, he notes, to 
speak about the cultural “muck” ( Schlamm ) of the times, while the same 
intellectual leaders had failed to notice the muck in which hundreds of 
thousands died, but spoke instead of the “genius of war.” At this point, 
Scheler and Weber both burst out in rage, and the hall is in ah uproar. 
From the chair, von Wiese cautions the speaker to abstain from value 
judgments. Adler agrees but observes that while it is not considered a 
value judgement to see nothing but muck in revolutionary outbreaks, it 
is an altogether different matter when war and oppression are at issue 
(Adler [1922] 1982). 

Mannheim’s presentation at the 1928 Congress of German Sociolo¬ 
gists was a triumph, notwithstanding unmistakable echoes of Adler’s 
Austro-Marxist approach to social knowledge. Audaciously competing 
with his co-presenter, Leopold von Wiese, he won a respectful hearing 
for a complex thesis, arguing that knowledge in the social and political 
domain is connected to existence ( seinsverbunden ) and thus varies ac¬ 
cording to social location. His distinction between static and dynamic 
thinking and his claim that only dynamic thinking can recognize the 
characteristics of social knowledge and adapt itself to them recalls Adler 
on proletarian science. But Mannheim meticulously avoids combative 
political slogans and distances himself from Marxism. The present is 
constituted by competition among three alternative interpretations of 
existence, and only a new “synthesis” will provide the core of common 
knowledge indispensable to all the competitors. Yet Mannheim’s senior 
colleague, Alfred Weber, concludes his polite but dissatisfied comment 
with the question, “Is all this anything more than a brilliant rendition of 
the old historical materialism, presented with extraordinary subtlety?” 
But Werner Sombart, the president of the German Sociological Society, 
when his turn comes, offers Mannheim an opportunity to exculpate him¬ 
self. He postulates that historical materialism denies the objectivity of 
existence and the reality of the spirit while Mannheim affirms them (Meja 
and Stehr 1990:90-92). “Is that right?” he asks, and the minutes record, 
“[Dr. Mannheim agrees].” So Mannheim is reassuring and the seniors 
are divided. 
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The more interesting response comes from a succession of younger, 
politically sophisticated academics delighted by Mannheim’s presenta¬ 
tion. Not only Emil Lederer but also his former colleague on the Social¬ 
ization Commission, Robert Wilbrandt, are unqualified in their praise: 
while Adolf Lowe and Norbert Elias eagerly pick up Lederer’s conten¬ 
tion that Mannheim’s argument trenchantly recognizes the dynamic char¬ 
acter of modem society and the need to overcome the static war from 
antiquated positions in favor of a dynamic problem-solving openness to 
changing facts and uncertain terms of conflict (Meja and Stehr, 1990: 
92-99; Elias 1990). 

This response provides an important clue to the political bearing of 
Mannheim’s social theorizing. Lederer used his influence with the re¬ 
formist Prussian Ministry of Culture and Science during the next year 
to secure Mannheim the professorship at Frankfurt; and Lowe became 
Mannheim’s lifelong friend and occasional collaborator, associated with 
him in Frankfurt in the Christian Socialist circle around Paul Tillich 
and in London in the Moot social Christian discussion group. Mannheim 
achieved recognition from moderately leftist sociologists as a new and 
powerful champion. His political reference group was not on the right. 
The ugly shared assumptions and common language in the intergov¬ 
ernmental correspondence about Mannheim’s naturalization indicates 
the gulf separating the conservative political audience Mannheim hoped 
to reach through Conservatism from someone like himself and from 
his sophisticated subtext about inner connections between conserva¬ 
tive and radical ideas. With the rise of novel types of rightist intellec¬ 
tuals at the end of the decade, Mannheim’s reception on the right briefly 
changed, but his dismay at the favor shown Ideologic und Utopie in 
the circle around the periodical Die Tat confirms where Mannheim’s 
project belongs. 8 

Dynamic Synthesis: Advocacy and Sociology 

Mannheim was welcomed by sectors of the moderate left who shared 
his interest in neoromantic critiques of liberalism and rationalism (Sollner 
1984). Like Mannheim, they were intrigued but troubled by Carl 
Schmitt’s arguments about the irrational foundations of order. What they 
had in common, and what attracted them to Mannheim, was a search for 
a way to rationalize the irrationalities conservative writers celebrate, 
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without losing their energy and dynamism. Unlike the ideologists of the 
Democratic Party, they denied that a feeling of national community could 
overcome conflict and channel social energies. And they could not ac¬ 
cept the revolutionary socialist thesis of the presence (Aktualitat) of a 
dialectical revolutionary overturn (Lukacs [1924] 1971). In political 
terms, their problem was to explore the synthesis constituted by the le¬ 
gal order and political life of Weimar, given their shared reaction against 
individualist constitutional or social theory. Mannheim’s conception of 
a process manifesting itself simultaneously in polarization and synthe¬ 
sis, as well as his conception of a dynamic mediation to manage the 
tensions without dissolving them, have parallels and resonance among 
these thinkers (Mannheim [1925] 1986). 

The reception of Mannheim’s Ideologic und Utopie reveals the af¬ 
finities. The major reviews written by younger social theorists on the 
left were critical, sometimes aggressively so. Nevertheless, the group 
of writers attempting to revitalize stereotyped socialist thinking was 
remarkably interested in the book. Rudolf Hilferding had established 
the journal Die Gesellschaft to give Social Democracy a forum for 
theoretical reflection. After 1928, he left it largely under the control of 
the Frankfurt sociologist, Albert Salomon, who sought contributions 
from his peers among the younger generation of social thinkers 
(Fraenkel 1968: viii). In the two issues following the appearance of 
Mannheim’s book, Die Gesellschaft published four essays devoted 
largely to Ideologic und Utopie . Paul Tillich, Herbert Marcuse, Hannah 
Arendt, and Hans Speier all had important objections to Mannheim’s 
arguments; but all agreed that he had hit upon the essential agenda 
items, and none was satisfied to write him off as a bourgeois opponent 
of scientific Marxism. A one-sided way of summarizing what made 
Mannheim seem so relevant, if not completely right, to these members 
of the leftist intelligentsia can be taken from a furious characterization 
of his work by a hostile socialist writer of the older, scientistic kind: 
“The organizational goal of the social order is surrendered (by 
Mannheim) to Savigny.” 9 The Gesellschaft critics were intrigued by 
precisely these conservative elements. 

There is a striking coincidence between a passage in Mannheim’s 
Conservatism and a theme in the doctoral dissertation of a leading 
younger contributor to both Die Justiz and Die Gesellschaft. In a “his¬ 
torical note on the concept of political conservatism” Mannheim ([1925] 
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1986:77-82) reviews the work of three predecessors, beginning with 
Friedrich Julius Stahl, in 1863, and closing with Gustav Radbruch’s in¬ 
fluential treatise on legal philosophy (Radbruch 1914). 10 Mannheim cred¬ 
its Radbruch with uncovering the systematic correspondences between 
the operating ideologies of political parties and comprehensive 
worldviews conditioning thought in domains not considered political. 
Mannheim and Radbruch shared not only a conception of actual party 
doctrines as a locus of social knowledge but also the goal of a structured 
but dynamic mediation among irreducibly partial perspectives ranging 
from the revolutionary left to the right. The same aspects of Radbruch’s 
work are the point of departure for the doctoral dissertation by Franz L. 
Neumann (1923), who later studied with Mannheim in London, when 
both were refugees. Problems of ideology and synthesis, as well as the 
recovery of conservative elements, comprise the common problem nexus. 

Neumann’s topic is the relationship between the state and legal pun¬ 
ishment. A truly sociological theory of the state, he maintains, is all but 
indistinguishable from a sociology of political parties, because the state 
is constituted by the activities of the parties. An inquiry into contrasting 
theories of punishment leads to conflicting partisan conceptions of the 
state. Now that the Social Democracy is a prime bearer of state power, 
according to Neumann, there is a contradiction between the construc¬ 
tive conception of the state appropriate to the Social Democratic Party 
and that party’s continuing individualistic conception of punishment, a 
legacy from its time in opposition. One objective of the dissertation is to 
reconsider the reasons for the present gap between the socialist and con¬ 
servative theories of punishment, reassessing the conservative idea of 
punishment as a necessary ethical establishment in a state embodying 
the ethical idea. 11 The second task is to generate a more adequate social¬ 
ist theory. In both respects, Neumann draws on Radbruch: 

Until recently, socialism was substantially individualistic. Its ideology was the 
manifestly individualistic ideology of freedom— A major task in the reconstruc¬ 
tion of the party program was precisely the revision of demands like these, put 
forward by the Social Democracy in its capacity as opposition party without refer¬ 
ence to the idea of socialism. Since the Social Democracy has been called to co¬ 
participation and co-responsibility in the aftermath of war and revolution, a change 
in its spirit is under way, removing it ever further from that individualistic starting 
point. (Radbruch 1922:16-17, quoted by Neumann 1923:9) 

Similarly, in his brief conclusion, Neumann builds on Radbruch’s find¬ 
ings that oppositions among party viewpoints are ineradicable because 
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they reflect the ineluctability of conflicting values not only in the state 
but also in each individual, so that “no principle can be actualized in 
pure form.” Neumann continues: “It is the task of legal policy—and 
especially of legal policy in a democratic state—to create a balance, a 
synthesis. This yearning for synthesis is intrinsic to our times” (Neumann 
1923:108). 

Neumann never gave this conception of “synthesis” theoretical form 
during the ten years following his dissertation. Its explication is implicit in 
his legal writings on labor law and the Weimar constitution; and these 
writings themselves, as moves in contests over legal doctrine, function in 
the “legal policy” of the Social Democratic Party (Luthardt 1986). In this 
work, Neumann followed a senior colleague, Hugo Sinzheimer, who had 
already laid down an influential theory of labor law before the First World 
War and figured importantly as Social Democratic member of the Consti¬ 
tutional Committee of the Constituent Assembly of 1919-20 (Kahn-Freund 
1981; Sinzheimer 1976; Kettler 1984). While Mannheim’s paradigm for 
achievable synthesis was a competition that concentrated ideological po¬ 
larities while generating sufficient self-reflective capabilities to bring about 
a common public interpretation of the situation, Sinzheimer looked to the 
“collective agreement” between capital and labor. 

For Sinzheimer, collective agreements forged by nonstate collective 
forces and incompatible with the rationalized, individualistic, property- 
oriented structures of bourgeois civil law epitomize social creativity in 
law. Out of this social innovation, he maintained, a labor law steadily 
displacing the civil code grounded on property and individual contract 
was growing. Interacting with the mass organization of labor into unions 
and its mobilization within an increasingly democratized political sphere, 
this development would cumulatively transform the entire constitution 
of economic and political life, rendering it more just and more oriented 
to the human personality. Like Mannheim’s competitive reconstitution 
of the political situation, the theory grounded on the model of the collec¬ 
tive agreement institutionalizes conflict. It purports to reconcile funda¬ 
mental changes with limits defined by partisan commitments to refrain 
from violence. Both theories count on the possibility of rendering for¬ 
mally stable concepts and institutions more dynamic through “changes 
in [their] function.” 

For Sinzheimer, political development proceeds through a series of 
transitory but effective normative structures, each expressing the power 
relations between the principal contesting parties. As in collective agree- 


98 Karl Mannheim and the Crisis of Liberalism 


ments, the differences between parties are not denied. They are partially 
mediated by an agreement whose terms, binding for a limited time only, 
are enforceable by processes responsive to changes in the power reali¬ 
ties that ground the agreements—for example, adjudication by courts 
with representative lay assessors, hearings before multiple-partite tribu¬ 
nals, arbitration. When agreements expire by their own terms or when 
they are rendered invalid by superior authority, the process of renegotia¬ 
tion is ultimately governed by tests of strength. Ordering principles are 
grounded upon constitutional settlements that have merely functional 
and political validation: they do the job and they are not forcibly re¬ 
sisted by any party. 

In a deeper, more speculative sense, this practical foundation derives 
its meaning from a Marxist philosophy of history. But a decisive charac¬ 
teristic of this approach—as with legal theory in general—is that ques¬ 
tions about such ultimate meanings are systematically relegated to the 
outermost margin of concern. The actual work of sustaining and im¬ 
proving agreements is comprehended within the terms of professional 
juristic discourse, however much this may be expanded to recognize 
social processes and power relationships normally obscured. Analo¬ 
gously, Mannheim hoped for ultimate philosophical validation of the 
composite synthesis he attempted to achieve, but his mode of inquiry 
and discourse was also designed to put ultimate questions aside. Theo¬ 
retical approaches are characterized as much by the questions they choose 
not to address as by their active concerns. 

An article in the same volume of Die Gesellschaft as the first ex¬ 
tended reviews of Mannheim’s Ideologic und Utopie illustrates 
Neumann’s applications of Sinzheimer’s approach beyond the special¬ 
ized sphere of labor law. 12 It interprets the Weimar Constitution in the 
light of the political situation after the Social Democratic gains in the 
election of 1928 and before the onset of the economic crisis. Juxtapos¬ 
ing this legal-theoretical study to Mannheim’s contemporaneous works 
helps to bring out the important structural parallels. A central quality of 
both the juristic and the sociological designs is that they are not critical 
but constructive theories. Radical criticisms of the rationalized struc¬ 
tures of modernity—sciences, political theories, markets or liberal con¬ 
stitutional states—are conceded and even extended. But the aim is a 
reconstitution, incorporating the irrational factors cited by critics, re¬ 
conceiving the structures as full of inner tensions, historically episodic 
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and dynamic. In these respects, the new social legal doctrine of the po¬ 
litical constitution sought by Neumann resembles the new sociologi¬ 
cally reflective political discourse pursued by Mannheim. 

Neumann’s topic in 1929 is a liberal constitutionalist proposal to regu¬ 
larize the power of the highest court to review the validity of statute law 
under the Weimar Constitution (Neumann 1929). His critique depends 
on an expose of the ideological constitution of legal doctrine and his 
juristic alternative depends on confidence in the lawmaking, ordering 
capacities of authentic social and political processes directly grounded 
in the contest of the two principal organized partisan social forces. Cen¬ 
tral to his argument is a contrast between the world of liberal rights and 
a democracy that is in principle social. Certain legal institutions belong¬ 
ing to the former world, he maintains, are guaranteed by the Weimar 
Constitution, but their functions, meanings, and effect are now to be 
controlled by the cumulative process of democratic transformation, in 
and out of the democratic legislature. These processes may not be over¬ 
ruled by courts applying what is now nothing but the defensive ideology 
of the bourgeoisie, appearing in its public-law guise as natural law com¬ 
petent to override decisions grounded in the actually existing demo¬ 
cratic social and political constitution. 

To show the dangerous tendency of the courts, Neumann cites judi¬ 
cial extension of constitutional guarantees of property to include all 
“objects and rights that form economic resources or wealth” (Neumann 
1929.524). Such judgments deny the sociological recognition of the 
property right as a divisible “bundle of functions” and thus exclude 
developments consonant with the “modem socialist theory of private 
law of Marx, Renner, and Sinzheimer. In a capitalist economic order, 
property gives power over objects and people; and the power over 
objects entails possession, direction, and utilization for profit: “So¬ 
cialist legal theory considers it the task of economic law to decrease 
the discretionary powers of proprietors, with primary emphasis at 
present on regulating the directive powers of the proprietor” (Neumann 
1929). Labor law has the special task of restricting proprietors’ pow¬ 
ers over their workers, as well as countering the powers of the one 
class over the other: “This development is by no means at an end; it is 
still under way and clearly aims at a further strengthening of the 
interventionary powers of state, trade unions, and works councils” 
(Neumann 1929:525). 
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During the liberal age, Neumann maintains, the theory of rights was 
more or less precise, because it was an ideology expressive of the actual 
situation ( Ausdrucksideologie ); but now “social relations have under¬ 
gone fundamental change, and we proceed upon the optimistic assump¬ 
tion that they will shift ever more in favor of the working class” (Neumann 
1929:521). Under these conditions, the ideology of rights will take such 
forms as Rudolf Smend’s (1928) theory of “integration,” that allows 
almost anything to be construed as in accord with the fundamental will 
of the constituent people, because it has become nothing more than an 
ideology that obscures the actual situation ( Verdeckungsideologie ). If 
Parliament were to endorse the present tendency of the courts arbitrarily 
to impose their vague new theory of constitutional rights upon the law, it 
would seriously jeopardize the “further development of social law” 
(Neumann 1929:538) and the “further social forming of the law” 
(Neumann 1929:530). 

Especially threatening to the socialist legislative program, in 
Neumann’s view, would be judicial interventions governed by a sub¬ 
stantive doctrine of the constitutional guarantee of equality before the 
law. Neumann is thinking of the American 14th Amendment jurispru¬ 
dence that ruled out regulation deemed hostile to rights of property. 13 
The potential conflicts he envisions include judicial challenges to trade 
unions’ monopoly of workers’ representation, attacks on measures that 
hollow out property rights by construing the guarantee of the institution 
very narrowly in reliance on constitutional deference to legislation, and 
judicial invalidation of proposals like Neumann’s own for controlling 
monopolies and cartels by cutting off their right of appeal to the courts 
from regulatory decisions by administrative agencies. Neumann’s stra¬ 
tegic design is best indicated by his objection that judicial review might 
be used to perpetuate the established doctrine of parity between em¬ 
ployers and workers in employment relations even after social develop¬ 
ment would allow further progress towards socialism. 

The parity between workers and employers established by the post¬ 
war settlement between their organizations and registered in the consti¬ 
tution is provisional, a legal expression of a stage in dynamic relations 
between the contending social forces; while the democratic constitu¬ 
tional scheme, in its social as well as in its political dimensions is a 
framework for change. The rights generated by the constitution are valid 
organizing principles, to be vindicated in the courts as well as other 
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agencies, but the interpreting and securing of those rights depends on 
political means, and thus ultimately on the contending social and politi¬ 
cal forces. Specialized courts, like the labor, tax, and economic courts, 
can play an important, partly independent role in this process, because 
their closeness to the social functions at issue and to the major social 
actors involved makes it unlikely that they would place arbitrary, ideo¬ 
logically grounded obstacles in the way of social development and the 
corresponding play of social forces. But a high court endowed with con¬ 
stitutional powers, remote from the social matters at issue, might be led 
to such antisocial excesses of the American courts. The constitution must 
be kept dynamic, able to recognize the periodic renegotiations that punc¬ 
tuate social development. In rare moments of general speculation, 
Neumann grounds his argument on a Rousseauist vision of an all-pow¬ 
erful democratic general will bent upon socialist transformation, an op¬ 
timal but utopian alternative, always put aside, if always only for the 
present. In the context of his juristic discourse, this abstraction has no 
analytical consequences. The aspiration for a transcendent synthesis must 
be put off, while detailed work proceeds on the arrangements producing 
“syntheses” that cannot claim ultimate validity or achieve definitive reso¬ 
lutions, though they do sustain a vital movement. 

That Karl Mannheim’s use of the concept “synthesis” has a similar 
range of alternative meanings is evident. Ideologie und Utopie, it will be 
recalled, opens with a discussion of the political crisis caused by every 
party unmasking the positions advanced by the others as nothing but 
interest-bound ideology, destroying confidence in the objectivity of all 
political perceptions and claims. This is the impasse that the sociology 
of knowledge is to help overcome, at first by reassuring all parties that 
political knowledge is inherently perspectival. The intervention is meant 
to constitute a medium in which exchanges are possible, although these 
cannot correspond to the rationalistic “free exchange of ideas” projected 
by liberalism (Mannheim [1929] 1952: 108ff.). 14 

Mannheim’s expectations about these exchanges are decisively in¬ 
fluenced by his confrontation with revolutionary Marxism. In treating 
and implicitly criticizing the socialist-communist conception of the re¬ 
lationship between theory and practice, a central theme in the book’s 
most important essay, Mannheim characterizes the Marxian conception 
of politics as a Realdialektik. Actors representing real social factors take 
one another’s measure and cumulatively develop a sequence of “real” 
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situations, each of which in turn provides the starting point for the next 
phase of development. Leaving Marxism aside, Mannheim contends, 
we know that this is a more adequate account of parliamentary political 
institutions than liberalism offers. Carl Schmitt has exposed the liberal 
illusion that parliaments are societies for the discovery of truth through 
discussion. But Mannheim is no more inclined to Schmitt’s decisionism 
than to Marx’s revolutionism. A politics brought beyond critical im¬ 
passe through the intervention of the sociology of knowledge manifests 
itself as a regularization of the “real” process. The intelligentsia pro¬ 
vides the essential catalyst for synthesis, not its constitutive elements or 
ruling force. Synthesis is more nearly a process than an achieved state, 
dynamic constitution, not revolution. 

Despite the structural parallels between Mannheim’s conception of 
mediation and Neumann’s conception of the constitution, two fundamen¬ 
tal differences limited Mannheim’s ability to gain more than a fascinated 
surface hearing from the influential socialist jurists. The first difference 
concerns the direction of the “dynamism” within the mediated structures. 
For Mannheim, every “situation” is charged with a potential towards a 
“next step,” but to judge whether participants comprehend their situation 
adequately can only be done by an imprecise negative standard that con¬ 
demns manifestly irrational practices. For socialist jurists, the socialist 
telos is a given, if only in what they take to be the concrete aspirations of 
the working class movement and its accumulated and growing organiza¬ 
tional power. The second difference concerns the constitution of the struc¬ 
tures. Notwithstanding the ontological status he ascribes to the historical 
social existence that grounds conflicting ideologies, Mannheim derives 
practice not from the state of material factors, but from the public inter¬ 
pretation of reality. The integrative structure must be a knowledge, a sci¬ 
ence, a mode of consciousness. The legal advocates, in contrast, are looking 
at a complex of organized political practices, formalized through legal 
modalities and institutions (Luthardt 1984). 

Neumann and Mannheim both identify the old legal order with capi¬ 
talism, liberalism, and a theory of universal natural law. Both find im¬ 
portant hints and premonitions in conservative critiques of natural law. 
It is both striking and puzzling that Mannheim worked so brilliantly on 
the conservative jurists he studied but never addressed the fact that they 
were working away at the law and not simply engaged in an ideological 
defense against the Enlightenment. Mannheim assumes that legal 
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discourse is inherently bound up with the rationalized, static, finished 
dimension of things, while Neumann proposes a changed and transfor¬ 
mative legal mode. Neumann’s juridical discourse has political conse¬ 
quences, in coordination with social organizations in the political field, 
even when its strategic aims are not fulfilled. But Mannheim’s ambition 
of introducing a self-reflective moment into political contestations to 
hold them in bounds, miscommunicates as a power claim by intellectu¬ 
als. From the perspective of the older Russian debates about the intelli¬ 
gentsia, the contrast between Mannheim and Neumann recalls the 
question whether the intelligentsia best serves social salvation by acting 
in its own capacity or by going to the people. Mannheim and Neumann 
are nearly on the same side of that dispute. Mannheim’s intelligentsia 
function as sociologists and Neumann’s as jurists, and both leave to oth¬ 
ers the leadership of the popular groups whose activities shape substan¬ 
tive outcomes. Their aim is to reconstitute the forms available for action. 15 

With the growing crisis of the Weimar Republic, and especially af¬ 
ter its collapse, both projects for dynamic mediation appeared hope¬ 
lessly misconceived. After 1930, even Sinzheimer abandoned his belief 
in the transformative capabilities of labor law and thus in its character 
as paradigm for social and political reconstitution; and Neumann’s 
writings in exile charge the reformist labor movement of Weimar with 
having operated on conceptions of law and state not only useless for 
their professed objectives but contributing to the destruction of the 
minimum of rationality the liberal order had provided. Mannheim, in 
turn, increasingly shifted the function of sociology of knowledge from 
therapeutically containing political conflict to preparing for the scien¬ 
tific management of society. 


Notes 

1. Mannheim appears in prosecutorial records as subjected to “disciplinary proce¬ 
dures” and as dismissed from the Institute of Pedagogy without pay (Gabor 1983). 
He was also among those denounced for their contributions to the Hungarian 
Soviet Republic, primarily because of his preferment by Lukacs (Congdon 1991). 
Karl Polanyi remembers a visit from Mannheim and Lesznai (1985) during the 
days of the Commune, when they urged Mannheim to join them in reconstituting 
the Sunday Circle on the old, nonpolitical lines (AA). The project failed because 
they would not respect Polanyi’s religious convictions. Arnold Hauser confirms 
Polanyi’s report of Mannheim’s personal convictions and conduct during the So¬ 
viet period (AA). 




104 Karl Mannheim and the Crisis of Liberalism 

2. Eva Gabor (1983) reports that Mannheim conceived the review as a “gesture of 
farewell” to Lukacs, in recognition of their estrangement. The public and private 
aspects of the gesture are complementary. 

3. Berliner Tageblatt, December 11, 1919; cited in Benseler (1965:16). The state¬ 
ment concludes: “Lukacs’ rescue is not a partisan matter. It is the duty of all those 
who have, through personal acquaintance, experienced his purity, and all those 
who admire the lofty spirituality of his philosophical-aesthetic books, to protest 
against extradition.” 

4. The remark placing the Lukacs group “East” of the other intellectuals stems from 
John Eros (AA), cp. Kettler 1971: 59-60. In an interview (June 14, 1963) Ilona 
Ducynska Polanyi emphasized the Russian influence on the radical Budapest in¬ 
telligentsia, and especially on the youth. For the political among them, the gen¬ 
eral mystique of the Russian revolutionary movement and the propaganda of the 
deed were even more important than fascination with Dostoyevsky (AA). On 
Lukacs and Russian students, see Congdon 1983 and Kadarkay 1991. 

5. In 1934, Mannheim urged Fritz Borinski, a political refugee who came to study 
with him at the London School of Economics, to write a sociologically informed 
dissertation comparing the work of the legal theorists Carl Schmitt and Hermann 
Heller during the crisis of 1930-1933, cp. Fritz Borinski (1984). Harold Laski 
was the director of the LSE dissertation of the Weimar labor lawyer, Franz L. 
Neumann (1936) which deals with the relationship between the legal order and 
the competitive society and reviews the legal thought of the Weimar years; but 
Neumann credits Mannheim with major assistance, an acknowledgment edited 
out of the published version (Neumann 1986), and he quotes him at important 
points. In short, there is reason to think that Mannheim followed legal thought in 
Weimar more closely than appears from his published writings. 

6. Report of the faculty of philosophy at the University of Heidelberg to the “Inner 
Senate” (April 8, 1926) in Mannheim’s Habilitationsakten (UH). 

7. For the Socialization Commission, see Miller (1978:143-61). Emil Lederer was 
very important to Mannheim in Heidelberg. The connection was personal as well 
as professional. Lederer’s wife was Hungarian and had been connected with Georg 
Lukacs; and they looked after Mannheim upon his arrival. He lived next door to 
them, and, according to Gabor, they helped to establish his “private seminar.” 
Basing her claims on a letter from Adolf Lowe, she asserts that the seminar in 
1920 was entitled “What is Sociology?” and had as “permanent members,” thanks 
to the influence of Lederer, such distinguished figures as Alfred Weber, Marianne 
Weber, Heinrich Rickert, Karl Jaspers, Martin Buber, and others (Gabor 1983: 9). 
This seems unlikely, since Mannheim could not have secured such an audience 
on a regular basis. It is more likely that there was a single occasion to present the 
promising young man. In any case, Lederer played a major part in securing 
Mannheim’s habilitation, writing a long, laudatory report (UH) on the (unfin¬ 
ished) Habilitationsschrift, and taking the lead in the campaign against the reser¬ 
vations of the “Inner Senate.” Lederer’s care for Mannheim did not stop there. 
When Lederer was offered the professorship at Frankfurt vacated by the retire¬ 
ment of Oppenheimer, he sought to assure Mannheim’s position as well. A letter 
from the Prussian Ministry of Culture and Science to the social science faculty at 
Frankfurt (July 15, 1929) indicates that an offer to Lederer will also require a 
regular paid teaching position in sociology for Mannheim. At the same time, 
Lederer was negotiating with the corresponding ministry in Baden, who were 
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seeking to keep him at Heidelberg, and here too he made a settled position for 
Mannheim a part of his own terms. A letter from the ministry to Lederer on July 
29, 1929 includes a commitment to Mannheim for three years, and a letter of 
September 13, 1929 promises to increase Mannheim’s pay from 1000 to 1500 
marks per semester (UH). The Frankfurt faculty, on the other hand, refused to 
agree to the appointment of Mannheim, insisting that they already had more than 
enough sociologists (UH). 

8. See Pels (1993) on Hans Zehrer and Die Tat. We discuss Mannheim’s reception 
by segments of the intellectual right further below. 

9. The reviews in Die Gesellschaft, as well as others, are collected in Meja and 
Stehr, 1982,1990. The last quotation is from a review by Julius Kraft (1929:413) 
not included there. 

10. Radbruch was professor of law at Heidelberg, Social Democratic member of Par¬ 
liament between 1920 and 1924, and twice minister of justice. 

11. In the dissertation, the substantive issue is overshadowed by a methodological 
discussion, culminating in a plea for an evaluative philosophy of law somehow 
grounded upon philosophy of history. When Neumann (1936) refers to the earlier 
work in the introduction to the Ph.D. dissertation he wrote under the supervision 
of Harold Laski (and Karl Mannheim) at the London School of Economics, he 
characterizes it exclusively in terms of the substantive sociological thesis about 
the linkages between different legal theories, especially natural law theories, and 
different socially grounded ideologies, ignoring the labored philosophical efforts 
which occupy most of the 113 pages of typescript. See Franz Neumann (1986:7-8). 
Mannheim was not formally qualified to supervise dissertations at the LSE. In¬ 
ternal evidence reinforces the impression created by Neumann’s acknowledg¬ 
ment of Mannheim’s assistance in the preface. Mannheim’s influence is far from 
negligible. 

12. Even more fundamental, in some respects, is an article by Neumann’s law part¬ 
ner, Ernst Fraenkel, appearing in the same issue. Fraenkel (1929) writes “Collec¬ 
tive democracy... is a new mode of forming the political will, such that a direct 
influence upon the formation of the will of the state and upon the actualization of 
the state’s designs is transferred to organizations. Recognition of the autonomy 
of organizations is the principal norm...in the unwritten constitutional law of 
collective democracy— Collective democracy will not represent an indepen¬ 
dent social constitution alongside of the constitution of state; rather, it will in¬ 
sinuate itself directly into the latter.” 

13. Neumann’s fears were stimulated by the debates and resolutions on Article 109 
of the Weimar Constitution conducted at the 1927 meetings of the authoritative 
association of German teachers of public law (Deutsche Staatsrechtslehrer 1927). 

14. Mannheim (1936a) omits the introductory discussion of the Weimar political con¬ 
text. 

15. Mannheim’s position is directly continuous with his conception of his generation’s 
mission in “Soul and Culture” (Mannheim [1918] 1964). His generation had to 
carry out their critical, analytical work; the resurrection of the soul would follow, 
embodied in creative others. 
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Religion, Politics, and Education: 
Reassessing Civilization 


During the summer semester of 1919, the last weeks of the Soviet 
regime in Hungary, Mannheim lectured on the sociology of culture in 
the Institute of Pedagogy, a new subdivision of Budapest University 
mandated by Lukacs to retrain undergraduates for service in a mass lit¬ 
eracy campaign. The notes for these lectures show unexpected continu¬ 
ities between the novice teacher, earnestly marking out the only choices 
he supposes to be open to humanists in a revolution, and the established 
professor a dozen years later, delineating the place of sociology in the 
crisis of Weimar. With epigrammatic intensity, the young Mannheim 
asks his students to consider three “forms of life” and he confesses his 
own choice. After weighing a life as saint or politician, he opts for the 
educator. This tense drama never loses its fascination for Mannheim. 
Much divides the educator as cultural philosopher from the educator as 
academic sociologist, especially Mannheim’s reconsideration of his ear¬ 
lier flamboyant championing of “culture” against “civilization.” Civili¬ 
zation and culture later appear sociologically interdependent, with 
civilization even given priority. The educator’s task belongs to the ratio¬ 
nalization achievable through sociology and not, as earlier, to the culti¬ 
vation of artistic sensibility. Nevertheless, Mannheim’s conception of 
his educational work remains surprisingly oriented to the choices stated 
in Budapest. Especially revealing is a consistency in the structure of his 
ambivalence about the politician. 

In his 1919 lectures, Mannheim approaches political issues through a 
distinction between the state as an instrument for advancing the inter¬ 
ests of individuals and the state as “entrusted with a cultural mission.” 
The state can be either a mechanism of civilization catering to the physi- 
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cal wants of physical beings or an agency of cultivation, unifying ethics 
and law. Mannheim finds the former view epitomized in Alexander von 
Humboldt, and the latter in a tradition originated by Friedrich von Schiller. 
In either case, however, the politician cannot avoid coercive means. 
Politics entails institutions and revolutions; and both kill human beings. 
To be justified before culture, politics must work towards its own de¬ 
mise since it remains inescapably an institute of civilization. Mannheim 
credits the Bolshevik regime with censoring and regulating only for the 
sake of promoting moral and aesthetic education. But he provocatively 
urges the present necessity of preparing for the next revolution because 
revolutionary institutions are almost certain to become autonomous and 
self-serving, as all institutions tend to do. 1 

Mannheim’s qualified endorsement of Soviet rule is conditional upon 
the validity of the philosophy of history invoked by politicians like 
Lukacs. But in the peroration of the lecture, Mannheim ([1919a] 
1985:230-31) calls the extent of his acceptance of this premise into ques¬ 
tion. He distances himself from the politician: 

The politician does not believe in God; he believes in history. The saint believes in 
God, but says that his kingdom is not of this world. The educator believes in nei¬ 
ther God nor history, but in culture. 

The saint believes that only the straight way—the power of an exemplary life—can 
heal the world. Evil erupts. The politician sees evil and suffers from it. Because he 
believes in history, he fights for humanity through institutions. 

The educator does not believe in these two ways, but he thinks that there is a means 
of fighting against institutions: cultivation, the inherently tranformative effects of 
culture. He cannot disregard history; and he cannot simply follow the saint, be¬ 
cause he does not believe in the power of the exemplary soul to accomplish total 
transformations— The educator is resigned. He cannot touch people with the 
immediacy of the saint because he knows that the gesture would be false. He knows 
that art, valuable as it may be, is not a cure, yet he hopes that the music of the soul 
somehow breaks through by its means. The susceptibility to art is the only thing 
given unto us all. And if the educator also knows and accepts that he cannot reach 
the infinite, he does as much as Charon: he guides across the dark water. 

Similar uncertainties haunt Mannheim’s late Weimar work. 

Christianity and the Irrational 

Disillusionment with rationality pervaded the Frankfurt university 
milieu in the early 1930s. A transcript of a discussion registers both 
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continuities and changes in Mannheim’s views of the confrontation be¬ 
tween civilization and soul (Tillich 1983: 314-69). On June 27, 1931 
the theologian Paul Tillich, recently appointed professor of theology and 
social philosophy in the innovative philosophy department in Frankfurt 
organized a daylong meeting between his regular partners in intense 
discussions of political questions and several Protestant theologians 
lcludmg critics of Tillich’s secular involvements and social-philosophi¬ 
cal theology. The immediate occasion was soul-searching about the 
Christian mission in a secularized world, an inquiry made urgent by 
perplexity about the role of Protestantism in the worldwide depression, 
nterestingly enough, the impetus for the discussion, both in Frankfurt 
and m the Protestant churches at large, arose from the Foreign Missions, 
an mtemational religious community organized through regular confer¬ 
ences and congresses, that had been ever more pressed to justify, espe¬ 
cially in England, the social and political role that it was playing 
worldwide, under imperial auspices and in the face of rising resistance. 2 
In addition to “dialectical theologians” interested in Tillich the partici¬ 
pants mcluded not only Karl Mannheim but also the classical humanist 
philosopher and university curator, Kurt Riezler, who had brought most 
of these leftist thmkers to Frankfurt, and the three principals in the new 
Institut fur Sozialforschung: Friedrich Pollock, Max Horkheimer and 
Theodor Wiesengrund-Adorno (Wiggershaus 1986; Jay 1973- 
Schivelbusch 1982; Tillich 1973; Krohn 1987). Adorno and Mannheim 
were close friends of Paul and Hannah Tillich, with “Teddy” the petted 
philosophical protege and family pianist and the Mannheims compan¬ 
ions in the Tillichs’ occasional explorations of nightlife on the fringe 
The other Frankfurt participants, to judge by the informal vehemence of 

the discussion, were also connected by more than the proceedings of 
that day. 6 

In his introduction, Tillich defines the general situation as one in which 
the autonomization of culture and the rise of the proletariat critically 
challenge Christian thought and action. He separates those he has in¬ 
vited to encounter the Protestant theologians into three groups, each of 
which can contribute, he maintains, by frankly displaying its own posi¬ 
tion: a group that seeks contemporary orientation from philosophical 
traditions originating with the Greeks (referring to Riezler); a group of 
those who “take their point of departure from...the common experi¬ 
ence of the proletarian situation and socialism, and who make this fact 
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central to all of their work” (referring to the Institut trio); and finally, 
using language clearly endorsing Mannheim’s self-characterization, a 
group “that begins by disinterestedly analyzing the situation, linking 
each of us in our diverse groups with our actual situation, and whose 
critique of what is going on in the other groups has gained decisive 

importance for me” (Tillich 1983: 32). 

As the transcript indicates and memoirs confirm, the participants in 
such talks knew they were sheltered within a magic circle, and most of 
them suspected it could not last. But they still hoped to find the healing 
spell. At the time of these conversations, Germany’s unemployment rate 
had been on an unparalleled steep climb for two years, a situation dev¬ 
astating for the unions that had been principal actors in the “collectivist 
democracy”—the pluralist constitutionalism analyzed by Neumann. 
Communists and the hard right consisting of National Socialists and 
Hugenberg’s DNVP had paralyzed Parliament since their triumphs in 
the elections of 1930; the government had been ruling by use of blanket 
delegations of legislative power and presidential decrees; and furious 
assaults on the “Weimar system” dominated almost all media of public 
expression, including, increasingly, the streets. Universities and their 
graduates were not secure against these massive disturbances, and radi¬ 
cal rightist tendencies swept student organizations and not a few lec¬ 
terns. In his classroom lectures Mannheim paid some attention to these 
developments. He diagnosed a crisis of social orientation among deci¬ 
sive collective social actors, due largely to breakdowns in processes of 
social selection and social mobility, that is, malfunctionings in the ratio¬ 
nal order. 3 But in the Tillich discussions, for all the talk about crisis, 
questions of the day are addressed only by the Institut participants, and 
then provocatively, to justify overconfident assertions about external 
movements that expose the futility of the group’s talk. 4 The crisis of 
rationality” provides the theoretical context, especially as Mannheim 

and Tillich define it. . 

In his forceful statements, attuned to the inclination to paradox m 
Tillich’s own thought, Mannheim dramatizes the insufficiencies of a 
secularized and rationalized worldview, even while he identifies his own 
discipline with it. Mingling metasociological theorizing with personal 
statements, he presents himself as one of those who would have to be 
converted, if Christianity had a valid claim to a contemporary mission. 
Yet no one has given him reason to believe that this tradition can meet 
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his needs. He is aware of certain primordial religious stirrings in himself 
and among contemporaries everywhere, but these experiences are iso¬ 
lated within individuals, and there are no signs of a collective religious 
movement. From a sociological point of view, Mannheim muses, much 
renewed religiosity can be understood as a manifestation of reactionary 
polarization against the “progressive current that we designate as the 
leftist movement in politics, enlightenment or industrialization”; but he 
treats the developments subject to such sociological interpretation as an 
uninteresting distraction. In its reactionary guise, the religious tendency 
must clearly be opposed by all those “who desire a different world” 
(Tillich 1983: 232-25). The only issue worth discussing is a primordial 
religiosity that springs from an altogether different source. It emerges in 
individuals like himself, “who are not looking for anything politically 
retrograde from [it], no restoration of a lost haven, but rather want it for 
apprehending the newly emerging kind of human being.” The old reli¬ 
gion cannot articulate this religiosity, Mannheim announces, and he must 
consequently search for ways of expressing it in terms of his own situa¬ 
tion: “Every human being who has been radically involved in rational¬ 
ization as I have been, in my capacity as sociologist, tends to act like the 
vintner who smashed and demolished all about him as his vineyard was 
being destroyed by hail: ‘we’ll soon see who first finishes it off.’ He 
wants to pursue rationality to its end, and he wants to get to the end as 
quickly as possible.” To be sure, forms of experience, encounter, and 
self-awareness disappear with the rise of “this industrial, rational, so¬ 
ciological world.” “But humans are more than this rationalized world,” 
Mannheim continues, “and these repressed elements remain latently 
present in us, in search of their proper form. There is nothing about 
modem humankind, moreover, that compels them to repress these ele¬ 
ments.” Although the old mythologized language cannot give it voice, 
the existential reality of primordial religiosity is still there after rational¬ 
ization has gone as far as it can. Mannheim explains the indefatigable 
yearning to go beyond rationality by a teleological dynamism in all form¬ 
giving. Only utopian anticipation, not the past, can actualize the new 
religious impulse (cp. Mannheim [1919b] 1985). Protestant churchmen, 
he fears, represent a mortal danger to him because they offer nothing 
but words to estrange him from his own situation. Someone like him¬ 
self, Mannheim says twice, should “stammer” rather than stop strug¬ 
gling with his errors. 
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Mannheim uses the language of the medieval mystics to characterize 
the “ecstatic” source of his own religious experience, but he insists that 
his modernity obliges him to be accurate and admit there is no personal 
God speaking in him. No other kind of God makes any sense; the spiri¬ 
tualized divinities of the philosophers cannot appease his religious yearn¬ 
ings. But he thinks there is also something wrong with his disbelief, and 
his modem intelligence lacks the authority to impose the conclusion 
that there is nothing behind his experiences. “That is why I am ashamed,” 
he says, “to speak of it.” The religious impulse thrusts itself upon him 
when he (like the vintner in his analogy) has been duly pounding away, 
competing with the hail: “As I serve the cause of the hail ever more 
radically and explicate the world in rational-function terms, it is an ex¬ 
citing game to gain an immanent and sociological understanding of the 
world. But I find that as I progressively drive the devil—or God—out of 
the world, I am also expelling humankind.” 

The impetus to religion comes with the recognition that his sociologi¬ 
cal analysis is concerned only with the response mechanisms 
(Reaktionsapparatur) operative in the world. “Modem man needs that,” 
because he has no time for anything beyond superficial transactions. 
“This has something to do with industrialization,” Mannheim adds ca¬ 
sually. While sociological method makes things transparent, it also re¬ 
presses the varieties of encounter richly present in the world of religion. 
He cannot accept prevailing religious formulations of this world, 
Mannheim avers, but he also will not accede to the impoverishment of 
human encounters, their reduction to functional responses. Modernity, 
rationality, and sociology belong together, and Mannheim will not deny 
his vocation for them. Yet the conscientious practice of this compound 
vocation brings the recognition that something is missing. Religion knows 
about this something else, but no known religion can make good on its 
promise in the present situation. Mannheim wants to show that sociol¬ 
ogy is indispensable to that which sociology teaches the sociologist it 
cannot do, just as, more generally, the most thorough rationality is 
indispensible to modems who cannot live by rationality alone. 

Such paradoxical complexities—reminiscent of the mysteries ex¬ 
pounded in Lukacs’ Sunday Circle during Mannheim’s Budapest years 
and anticipatory of his more sober appeals to Christian thinkers during 
his years as a member of the “Moot” in English emigration—were bound 
to repel at least two of the other nontheologians present. Max Horkheimer 
speaks early in the discussion and does not address his remarks directly 
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to Mannheim, whose Ideologic und Utopie he had denounced in his first 
published article (Horkheimer [1931] 1990). But he scorns all this talk 
of crisis, spiritual need, and primordial religiosity. Capitalism knows 
full well what it is doing as it enters a new phase, and the need that 
causes suffering is much more real than all talk of the profanation of 
culture. It is necessary to take sides in the struggle against this suffering 
so that it can be overcome, so far as humanly possible. Since natural 
scarcity has been proven a fallacy, the real question concerns the forms 
of human organization. Adorno’s direct rejection of Mannheim on this 
occasion is less harsh in tone but no less impatient. Although Mannheim 
introduced his vineyard hailstorm ironically, to model “the conduct of 
us awful rationalists and modernists,” Adorno maintains, the image was 
subsequently taken seriously and it has obfuscated the whole discus¬ 
sion. The operations of this supposedly destructive rationality must be 
more carefully examined. Then it may well become evident that the 
functions Mannheim is ready to abandon to the demonic are actually 
taken up and preserved in this rationality. Between them, Horkheimer 
and Adorno, supported weakly by Pollock, propound a straightforward 
Marxist position, “brutally” (says Horkheimer) dismissive of the 
meeting’s central questions and premises. But they nevertheless con¬ 
sider the discussion worth attending, and in this sense show their orien¬ 
tation to the constitutive themes of the Tillich circle. Their subsequent 
development, in the direction of what has retroactively been labelled the 
Critical Theory of the Frankfurt School, can be illuminated by contrast 
with their certainties during Tillich’s “Frankfurt Discussion.” 5 But how¬ 
ever far they eventually distanced themselves from this political point 
of departure, they could never feel sympathy for Mannheim’s experi¬ 
mental ‘stammerings” about the interdependence and irreconcilability 
between the rational and irrational. Neither would they acknowledge his 
recurrent idea of an autonomous sociological discipline vindicating it¬ 
self by its contribution as a systematic whole to thought beyond scien¬ 
tific method. Mannheim’s expression of just this hope in the “Frankfurt 
Discussions offers a valuable guide to his design as he moves ever 
further from the boundary towards the center of sociology as discipline. 

Fascism and History 

Mannheim increasingly equated sociology and civilizational ratio¬ 
nality, reconsidering his hopes for a sociology that would be cultural or 
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political in a novel sense, not least because the successful National So¬ 
cialist movement cruelly parodied the function that Mannheim had de¬ 
signed for the synthetic science of politics. It provided a comprehensive 
worldview ( Weltanschauung ) that gave millions a sense of having re¬ 
gained orientation, and it effectively dissolved the ideological impasse 
Mannheim presupposed in Ideologie und Utopie. The ideologically in¬ 
formed political contestation, in which sociology of knowledge had been 
supposed to intervene transformatively, was increasingly replaced by 
cultural and political forms in which great masses are swept by emo¬ 
tions to accept barbarously misleading but uniform myths about social 
realities and prospects. Under such conditions, the notion of the sociol¬ 
ogy of knowledge as an organon for a science of politics appeared in¬ 
creasingly irrelevant to Mannheim. It can serve only as an aid to thinkers 
trying to stay free of the tide and attempting, by their insight into the 
compulsions at work within themselves as well, to gain a clear under¬ 
standing of what is happening. 

Fascism is analyzed in Ideologie und Utopie, but Mannheim treats it 
in 1929 as a limiting case, plausible only to outcast social groups des¬ 
perate in their isolation. At most, the ideology can guide such a group, 
as in Italy, to a momentary success because of a transitory crisis of ob¬ 
structed social change. Fascism is the most intellectually impoverished 
of all ideologies. All thinking is for it arbitrary mythmaking, and the 
deed is all. Mannheim explains: 

When attacked from this purely intuitionist point of view, every kind of political 
and historical knowledge dissolves into nothingness, as far as its cognitive worth is 
concerned. Only its ideological, mythmaking attributes can be grasped. For this 
activist intuitionism, thinking can have no function except to expose the illusory 
character of these futile theories and to unmask them as self-deceptions. Thinking 
is experienced as nothing but preparation for the pure deed. The superior person, 
the leader, knows that all political and historical views are mere myths. He is free 
of them himself, but he prizes them—and that is the other side of this insight— 
because they are enthusiastic “derivations” (in Pareto’s sense) that move the feel¬ 
ings, the irrational “residues” which alone can bring about any political deed. 
(Mannheim [1929] 1952: 120; cp. Mannheim 1936a: 122-23) 

The only knowledge that counts is a knowledge of the laws of social 
mechanics and social psychology, comprehending the deepest motiva¬ 
tional levels common to all humans. “Acquaintance with these laws serves 
the leaders as a purely technical knowledge: they must know how the 
masses can be moved” (Mannheim [1929] 1952:121). In fascism, ratio- 
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nal knowledge of the most narrow sort is put in the service of an unrea¬ 
soning putschism. Fascism is not open to rationalization because it breaks 
with the common determination to find meaning in history that opens 
liberalism, conservatism and socialism to synthesis through mediation 
by the sociology of knowledge (Mannheim 1936a: 107-8). Fascists are 
an anomaly, when judged by Mannheim’s 1919 aphorisms about forms 
of life: they are politicians who do not believe in history. Neither the 
project of politics as a science nor the conception of sociology of knowl¬ 
edge as an organon for this science is at first disturbed by Mannheim’s 
recognition of fascism as a presence in the ideological field. 

Mannheim consistently distanced himself from irrationalist extensions 
of the existentialist phenomenology that intrigued him and originally 
inspired his conception of the sociology of knowledge as organon. When 
making his case for a social knowledge capable of orienting conduct, he 
emphasizes the admixture of rational calculability and “irrational” voli ¬ 
tions in the concepts and logical design of all such knowledge, as well 
as the historicity and partiality of what is discemable from even the 
most synoptic and comprehensive perspective. A concept like “capital¬ 
ism,” if subjected to Mannheim’s analysis, would gain its analytical and 
even its descriptive force from a socially rooted design to understand 
human relationships through different and transitory modes of property, 
the point being, as Marx had said, to change those modes. The concept 
is ultimately at home within socialist ideology. The availability and 
bearing of the concept, moreover, depend on a certain historical constel¬ 
lation. But Mannheim denies that such analysis involves relativist un¬ 
dermining of its own claims because the analysis works out of a structure 
of knowledge appropriate to the historical reality towards which it is 
directed and because it yields findings pertinent to the attitudes shaping 
knowing in this domain. The contrast model of universally valid knowl¬ 
edge that gives meaning to the concept of relativism, he maintains, sim¬ 
ply has no relevance. Accordingly, he insists that the knowledge he is 
seeking is susceptible to orderly formulations whose logic can be ex¬ 
trapolated and applied critically to appropriate knowledge claims in the 
same domain, even if comprehension might require a receptivity that is 
existentially grounded and not universally accessible. 

With the explosive rise of the right after 1930, Mannheim wavers. 
Assertions that ideologies expressing a national or racial will to power 
are immune to challenge and sufficiently vindicated by the achievement 
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of power appear not only in the propaganda of fascist movements but 
also in the academic work of colleagues with intellectual antecedents 
similar to his own. A burgeoning periodical of the right, Die Tat, prais¬ 
ing Ideologic und Utopie, promoted its own “synthesis of the ideologies 
of the radical Left and radical Right” and, by 1932 had, fostered “a 
veritable archipelago of local discussion clubs” (Pels 1993). But an in¬ 
telligentsia that abandons the search for rational meaning in history is a 
horror to Mannheim. In response to Hans Freyer and the editors of Die 
Tat, Mannheim emphasizes the sharp differences between a view that 
vaunts its volitionalist irrationality and one that acknowledges a residue 
of social purposiveness in all social knowledge only after having struggled 
to eliminate volition from its structure. Volitional elements no longer 
appear as a cognitive asset to Mannheim. This growing defensiveness 
about a notion central to the idea of sociology of knowledge as organon 
implies a change in Mannheim’s methodological aspirations, bringing 
him closer to the rhetoric of empirical social science. He reconstrues the 
sociology of knowledge as simply recording the perspectivism and his¬ 
toricity of social knowledge manifest in social science, registering em¬ 
pirical patterns in that knowledge, and leaving questions about the 
philosophical ramifications of these findings to professional philoso¬ 
phers. Not objections to relativism but resistance to the hyperactivist 
Fascist threat to rationality lead Mannheim away from his political con¬ 
ception of synthesis. 

Once Mannheim had decided that the conduct of everyday life is ori¬ 
ented by destructive delusions, at least in certain historical epochs, then 
the vocation of the seeker after knowledge once more appeared simply 
and perhaps hopelessly as the task of Enlightenment. And the ‘ stam¬ 
mering” he could confess to when talking about ultimate religious ques¬ 
tions with his most trusted associates was impermissible in responsible 
public utterance. Increasingly, in his courses and publications, he nar¬ 
rowed the political task of sociology of knowledge, likening it more to 
Bacon’s attempts to shatter the idols impeding access to rationally 
grounded systematic knowledge and less to Socratic therapy for dia¬ 
logue. In 1932, addressing university teachers of sociology, he warned: 

Interesting as we may find the attempts to extend our argument about the existential 

connectedness of thinking by tendencies employing the doctrine to legitimate their 

ever more questionable principles, we also consider certain conclusions that have 

been drawn from it to be dangerous. And when this theory goes so far as to give rise 
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to the exaggerated assertion that “a will that is true warrants true knowledge” ( “Wahres 
Wollenfundiert wahre Erkenntnis ”), the door has been opened to every kind of arbi¬ 
trariness in theory. Who would not step into the intellectual arena armed with the 
conviction or pretense of “a correct will”? And who in such a situation would not be 
pleased to be excused in future from having to make a properly substantiated case 
and to be permitted, instead, to invoke his inspiration and genuine conviction? Taken 
this way, the task imposed by insight into the reality of the existential connectedness 
of thinking is misdirected, because the insight no longer serves self-criticism and 
distanciation from existential bonds, as originally intended. Instead, it legitimates 
every conceivable kind of partisanship. (Mannheim 1932a: 40) 

The “Present Tasks of Sociology” (Gegenwartsaufgaben der Soziologie ) 
laid out in Mannheim’s extensive talk comprise an academic curriculum 
respectful of disciplinary traditions and wary of political exploitation. The 
meaning of history is not on the agenda. Mannheim appears as educator. 

Mannheim as Educator 

Mannheim’s attempt to establish himself as a recognized member of 
the academic profession had always been a matter of principle as well 
as ambition. The popularity of such authors as Oswald Spengler and the 
disdain for them among the serious writers Mannheim respected, as well 
as the excited manifestoes against Weber’s scientific ethos by such young 
writers as Erich von Kahler, close to the Stefan George circle, and the 
avuncular condescension accorded that kind of criticism by Ernst 
Troeltsch, for example, made it important for Mannheim to choose sides. 6 
When Mannheim turns from philosophy to sociology in the early 1920s, 
he first stakes out a position for himself on the boundary between the 
two disciplines. And as philosophical commentator on sociology, he criti¬ 
cizes Weber’s inductive “general sociological” method, especially when 
applied to cultural sociology. But in his surveys of possibilities in the 
field, he always treats the approaches he criticizes with respect, never 
challenging the scientific ethos Weber had struggled to establish in the 
profession. 

Yet from his first entry into the field of sociology, many established 
sociologists resisted Mannheim as a suspect and overambitious figure, 
aggressively challenging the tenuously settled constitution of the new 
academic enterprise. This uneasiness among social scientists was not 
unreasonable. Like his debut at the Congress of German Sociologists in 
Zurich in 1928, his academic efforts were moves in the intellectual com- 
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petition that is conjured up brilliantly by his provocative presentation 
“Competition as a Cultural Phenomenon” (Mannheim [1929] 1993). 
Mannheim’s characteristic contention that sociologists are the intelli¬ 
gentsia come to self-consciousness—and not, for example, scientists 
addressing collective human phenomena—epitomizes the issues that 
many sociologists thought were at stake. Mannheim was an adroit com¬ 
petitor, however. The name of his objective was “synthesis,” and his 
strategy centered on transmuting the contest among competing disci¬ 
plinary currents into a complex negotiation, with himself as rapporteur— 
and ultimately arbitrator. 

Mannheim’s attitude to political and intellectual alternatives also frus¬ 
trated radical thinkers eager to welcome him as ally against the socio¬ 
logical establishment. A commentator generally enthusiastic about his 
efforts in Zurich complained that “Mannheim is conciliatory toward other 
tendencies of thought because of his intellectual liberality. While this 
strengthens his striving for synthesis, it also undermines his courage for 
drawing lines” (Meusel [1928] 1982:403). However great the value of 
Mannheim’s catholic sensibilities, he objects, we must nevertheless com¬ 
mit ourselves to “some one particular course,” when cases require deci¬ 
sion. A participant in the discussion following Mannheim’s Zurich talk 
sought to sharpen the distinction between the norms appropriate to their 
own academic disagreements and the conflictual logic of world-consti¬ 
tutive spiritual struggles that he took to be Mannheim’s topic. Applying 
a conceptual distinction made by Franz Oppenheimer, Robert Wilbrandt 
suggests that the contrasting views promoted by paid professors in aca¬ 
demic settings exemplify “peaceful rivalry” (friedlicher Wettbewerb ),” 
while the “intellectual attitudes referred to by Mr. Mannheim” must be 
locked in “hostile contest” (feindlicher Wettkampf ):” “The two can never 
peacefully coexist. Just as businesses must ruin one another (to let one 
gain at the expense of the other), so it is with intellectual attitudes 
(Wilbrandt [1928] 1990:93).” When the speaker asks Mannheim whether 
he has captured his meaning, Mannheim sidesteps with an answer ap¬ 
plying to all the conflicts at issue: “Some situations call for compromise.” 

Mannheim’s attempts to design compromises between political and 
scientific discourses, as well as between sociological and philosophical 
discourses, made his work attractive to the intellectuals whose responses 
typically appeared in journals of opinion rather than academic periodi¬ 
cals—whose criticisms of Ideologic und Utopie constitute the German 
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Soci o l°gy Of Knowledge Dispute” (Meja and Stehr 1982, 1990) In 
contrast, the more senior sociologists, who were striving to estabhsh the 
p ofession disagreed markedly about the status of Mannheim’s work 
The influential Alfred Vierkandt invited Mannheim to contribute an es 
say on the sociology of knowledge (Wissenssoziologie) to the institu 
tonally important Handworterbuch der Soziologie (Vierkandt 1932) and 
included him among the sociologists of knowledge whose work he re- 
viewed in a short article in a pedagogical journal (Vierkandt 1931) The 
leaders of the two schools” contending for leadership in the organized 

borderhne'figure Ver " ^ but 

Sctoo e iandTcol iZa,i °c °J S ° ciolo S>' 35 a s ‘™ggle between a Frankfurt 
Sch001 Was offered by Franz Oppenheimer, speak- 
, C V. Tendencles “ Recent German Sociology” at the London 

jr n EC °r miCS ( °PP enheimer [1928] 1932): 256-57). While ac¬ 
cepting Oppenheimer’s mapping of the sociological field slights impor¬ 
tant questions about his eccentricities (Haselbach 1990), Imposition in 
he profession as well as his continuing influence in the university where 
Mannheim was proposed as Oppenheimer’s successor adds weight to his 
judgment. Oppenheimer’s talk antedates Mannheim’s performance in 

A>r t • * ,, y rrankiurt niisj?iviti£s about 

Mannheim’s candidacy. “Ours is a sociology solely of civilization ” be 

announced “and neither of culture, which we leave to the historians’ nor 
still less of social philosophy, which we leave to the philosophers” 
(Oppenheimer [1928] 1932:256). Oppenheimer’s dictum reverirates m 
remark about Mannheim by the Frankfurt Dean of Social Sciences in 

Karl M T tbe Prussian Ministry of Culture to appoint 

the plS sodol* VaCa "‘ P ;° fe f 0rShip ~ af,er * he Ministr y had rejected 
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enge Mannheim’s high standing: “Professor Mannheim represents a ten 

dency in sociology that is of little real value to our students Our student 

need a sociologist w„h a background in political economy or legaTsmd 

les. Professor Mannheim’s orientation, however, is philosophical His an 

guage, moreover, is hard to understand for people withom Sece sl‘ 
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science, Art, and Education in Berlm, November 27,1929). 7 
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Less indirect is the evidence about Leopold von Wiese, whom 
Oppenheimer identifies as the head of the only alternative school and 
whose schematic explication of competition was overshadowed by 
Mannheim's tour de force in Zurich. In his introduction to the Proceed¬ 
ings of the Sixth Congress of German Sociologists, von Wiese mag¬ 
nanimously quotes at length from Mannheim's newspaper report on the 
Congress (Mannheim 1928), highlighting Mannheim’s contention that 
the Congress demonstrated the cooperation and complementarity among 
different approaches to sociology, specifically the formal, empirical, an 
intellectual-historical-philosophic types (Wiese 1929a). Yet von Wiese, 
having noted in the same introduction that the succession of congress 
traces the “progressive development” of sociology, monopolized the 19 
program, leaving Mannheim out. Kasler reports. 

Speaking of the Sixth Congress, we could confirm Mannheim's presentation of the 
state of German sociology as a pluralistic division of labor among diverse tenden¬ 
cies. But the Seventh Congress presents a different picture: The' ratabhstamm ^ 
the association, Tonnies and von Wiese, regains full mastery over the Congress 
and its session on theory.... As Tonnies himself reports, 

tion are altogether in the hands of the “first secretary [von Wiese]. At the same 
time^heappears as the head of the Cologne School,...and surrounds htmself 
with’a circle of his students. His attractiveness, especially for 
gists, consists not only in his offering a unifled-and eas 

Lf olocv in hie rnle. as guardian of the discipline s borders. (Kasler 1981. 237) 


Several recent commentators have argued that Mannheim was emerg¬ 
ing as the founder of a new generation of professional sociologists m 
Germany, offering a third alternative after his “star” performance in 
Zurich, his widely discussed book, and his initiatives while at Frankfurt 
(Mathiesen 1990; Lepsius 1979, 1981; Konig 1987; Habermas 1992). 
Such promise was not allowed the time to unfold, however. According 
to Kasler, a principal task of one of the two keynote speakers at the 
Seventh Congress was to denounce Mannheim’s work as nothing more 
than a type of “historical materialism”: “At least this label was to be 
hung on the ‘star’ of the previous Congress, who was not there (Kasler 
1981: 234). A year later, von Wiese’s standard survey of the discipline 
(Wiese 1931) firmly consigns Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge to 
the category of “metaphysical and epistemological” studies classified 
as sociology only by mistake. Without denying the importance of cul¬ 
tural sociology” or the “sociology of knowledge,” von Wiese concludes 
that the use of the same-word “sociology” for such diverse undertakings 
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mear'ine^TComn ^ «*» « new 

meaning. [Competition] is primarily to be assessed by its function, which 

-V“ ! l °1 Slglllng lndlvlduals or groups to their sphere of opera- 
f J ““L*? d ? ' m ' tmg these operations” (Wiese 1929b: 15). At the time 
I* S , ouster from Germany, von Wiese was winning the com¬ 
petition, Mannheim never achieved the compromise he sought. 

Mannheim and his Students: the “Mission” 

A core of faithful students, in contrast, admired the breadth of 
Mannheim s sociological conception, but became restive at his aloof 
ness from their immediate political concerns. Their involvemeni whh 
m and his project was intense, lasting, and multidimensional. Yet there 
is ample testimony, as well, that those most fascinated by him resisted 
being altogether “placed” in the sociocultural net as Mannlieim saw it 
woven. Perhaps his design was at once too slack and too entangling 
annheim s experimental strategy towards the contradictions confront- 
mg intellectuals m politics was idiosyncratic and paradoxical- his stu¬ 
dents eventually sought clearer choices. For women, there was the added 
complication that Mannheim had little to say about stmtegies for remak 
mg their relations to the world made by men. The pedagogue Mannheim 

Prided hTm^lf n 8ra ‘f d ^ ^ adh " impendence because he 

choices a,tl 0f erlng r i0n ,ha * enabled his stude nts to make 
choices. But the sociologist Mannheim also hoped to initiate a collabo- 

ive research program, and this aspiration was thwarted by the gap 
smTh* JTT* to ms P ire and his capacity to transmit an intellectual 
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Two documents, both preserved by former students, are revealing 
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dents Who ber8 ’ P ay “ gon 3 8 eo 8 ra phic pun originating with the stu¬ 
dents who accompanied him to Frankfurt. He claims that the gorgeous 

“ascend with^imT “ teC ° Very and ins P ire a resolve to have them all 
ascend w th him to a comparably exalted harmony [of nature and cul 

tore], quitting our discordant phase of skepticism.” Below his stature 

e announces that the teacher and sociologist in him cannot rest without 

assignmg some questions about the distinctive qualities, historical pre- 
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cedents, and functions of groups like the “Mannheimer from Heidel¬ 
berg.” He exhorts them, “We shall have to transform the sociology of 
function ( Funktionssoziologie ) ever more into a sociology of mission 
(Missionssoziologie). “Each of you is to write three pages on **’ “ 
demands (NR: “Den Mannheimem aus Heidelberg, May 15, 1930.) 
We can guess at the Mannheimer’s reaction to this professorial excess 
from a parody of Aristophanes’ Clouds several of them had produced a 
few months earlier, to honor Mannheim on his call to Frankfurt. 

‘“The Clouds’ or ‘Politics as Science’” caricatures Mannheim s equiv¬ 
ocations between progressive and conservative political conceptions, 
his hope that expose can pacify conflicts, and his exhortational assur¬ 
ances that intellectuals can rise in society by practicing their vocation. 
One of the authors was a prime mover in communist sectarian politics 

and two others were active Mensheviks (NRI; RL; Foitzik 1985.) But 
the Mannheim-oriented friendship circle m Heidelberg and Frankfurt 
was not political, especially since its leading spirit was Mannheim s as¬ 
sistant, Norbert Elias, himself only slightly engaged. They enjoyed their 
comradely sense of intellectual adventures in Mannheim s courses, but 
their political or scientific commitments distanced them from 
Mannheim’s ideal of the intellectual in their time, however genuine their 

appreciation for his teaching. . , 

The subtitle of the parody answers Mannheim’s title-question m the 
central essay of Ideology and Utopia (1929,1936a): Ti Mita as Sci¬ 
ence Possible?” The skit mocks up the “platform that Mannheim 
desiderates in that essay, the “free space” mentioned m his Frankfurt 
lectures, where new social formations constitute themselves. At ite heart 
is Socrates suspended ( schwebend ) in a hammock, archetype of the so¬ 
cially unattached intellectuals” (freischwebende Intelligent) of 
Mannheim’s theory. In a twist on Aristophanes’ story, this mentor prom¬ 
ises success (Erfolg) and upward mobility (Aufitieg) through mastery of 
scientific politics, invoking three more Mannheimian motifs suspect to 
his admirers. Suchmastery presupposes a regenerative insight (Umbmch) 
into the universality of partisanship. A despondent father brings his failed 
son for instruction, and the novice gains instant elevation above ideol¬ 
ogy The story ends in burlesque confusion, set off by the telephone as 
deus ex machine, literally calling Socrates away. Apart from the princi¬ 
pals and antiphonal choruses-the deracinated intellectuals and the rooted 
existences—the cast features a twosome named for the most leftist stu- 
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dents in the group, Richard Lowenthal and Boris Goldenberg. Five qua- 

pTrimal for^’ N 1 " “ “ Socrates ’ P^ucts, the heirs of his 

spin ual force. No one, they declaim, could have been more willing to 

swallow “politics as science.” They honored Socrates and JS 

school so he might teach them the dialectics “that gives power over the 

“ ” 7 ° r 8,hen ' hem deba * e > ^ ^ Socrates taughuhl 

above al , the newest terminology.” They learned about political 

; Sh ? med ’ ,he byman must k -P -HI. when we£ch 
. “ b °?' t \ Thelr conclusion teasingly anticipates the ultimate 
doubt that haunts the memoirs later written by several of the student 

'" ® eCtUa s on ' vhom Mannheim had counted most (Elias 1990- 
SP^er 1989: 35-49): “Once this wisdom has dissolved sci- 
ence as well as religion,” they rhyme in witty German jingles, “dissolu- 
lon also gently overtakes the master’s own design.” While the mockety 
is lovtng and the tribute sincere, biting disquiet about Mannheim’s se¬ 
ductive conceptualization and diffuse message is unmistakable. The 
mission that Mannheim offered students who defined themselves as in¬ 
tellectuals and experienced their relationship to politics or science as 
their central problem ultimately enlisted very few. 

Mannheim restated his conception of education for politics at the end 
of his Frankfurt years, on an occasion laden with multiple pathos Writ¬ 
ing to the Communist son of Oscar Jaszi two weeks before Hitler ’s des- 

.LXal^TeSet” 116 ™ ^ P 0 "** ° f 

Serbu!‘lMfa y ° U ra ^ her _ intensive study group, close contact with the 

The promise of Mannheim’s sociological education looked different 
to women than it looked to men. They were less tied to partisan political 
identities than most of the men, and less attracted to stringent social 
science alternatives than Elias. While male students, under prevailing 
nkefj^ 0f UlllVerS,ty recruitment and political socialization, were more 

ofhX^ Tr™ reCOgl,ize their kinshi P with Mannheim’s old project 
of bridging the gap between Max Weber’s two incommensurable “voca- 
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tions”—science and politics-they were also more likely to be skeptical 
about the results he achieved. 8 Women were a major presence in Frank¬ 
furt sociology between 1930 and 1933, with degree candidacies at least 
equal in number to men. Mannheim himself, in his three years in Fran - 
furt could carry only two candidates to completion, one a woman; but 
five’ other women sociologists completed dissertations originated in 
Mannheim’s courses and research seminars (Honegger 1994). 

The intellectual relationship between Mannheim and his women stu¬ 
dents epitomizes his conception of sociologist as educator, while his 
lectures on women and the family exemplify his conception of emprn- 
cal sociology. 

Sociological Education: The Sociology of Women 


In Mannheim’s university lectures in Frankfurt in 1931 and 1932, he 
outlined an approach to sociology as a “science for living ( e ens 
wissenschaftliche Methode). Little remains of Mannheim’s initial as¬ 
sumption in Conservatism , that all social meanings are encapsulated in 
political ideologies linked to political parties. Women, for example, must 
cope with different mythologies, beginning with those they encounter m 
the institution of the family. The knowledge of everyday life, Mannheim 
insists, is wholly misleading, distorted by mythologies that make indi¬ 
viduals incapable of comprehending their situations or of acting appro¬ 
priately in them. This represents a break with the lme of thinking tha 
had generated the view of sociology of knowledge as organon, since 
that line followed Dilthey in distinguishing between the specialized 
knowledge achievable by scientific disciplines and the richness aval - 
able to the “whole person”: the perspicacious actor not only in political 
situations but also in everyday life. Mannheim is moving back towards 
a more conventional academic contrast between scientifically grounded 

social knowledge and ordinary opinion. . 

Mannheim’s principal lecture courses in Frankfurt included impor¬ 
tant segments on the sociology of women. Like all his courses, these 
sought to combine a chapter in historical sociology with an introduction 
to a major theme in sociological analysis, oriented to current issues. His 
basic course on social institutions, for example, focused on the sociol¬ 
ogy of the family as the example best calculated to illustrate the socio¬ 
logical approach to institutions. In choosing this focus, Mannheim 
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demonstratively turns his back on the traditional “splitting of sociology 
mto general theory of society, concerning men, and a special, separate 
family sociology, concerning women,” a tradition exposed in the disser¬ 
tation on his student Frieda Haussig (Honegger 1994:76; Haussig 1934* 
Honegger 1991: 182). He justifies the choice of central theme by the 

urgency of understandmg the family when the institution is in bewilder¬ 
ing flux: 

Everyone knows-because everyone talks about it-that the family is in crisis- 

11,21 the frequency of divorce is a 

mere is talk ol an uprising of women, an uprising of youth:... that one can «n 

lT P ;° dUC ,! ,Ve psychic emiseration b being taS Sfte 

family (psychoanalysis); that there is hope of forming an altogetlS new hunan 

s° ** ent '' ^ *° talk aboul t,lese issues and form a judgment requires much 
knowledge: one must be able to distinguish the essential from the acddenml^T 
in general, one must have given the matter much thought. (KMP) ’ ’ 

The sociological method, he argues, starts out from experienced prob- 
ems, not a system; and it seeks to apprehend essences (Wesensschau) 
by examining historical changes. 

Mannheim situates the family in a distinct and autonomous human do- 
mam, centered on the erotic relations between men and women. Distin¬ 
guishing it from the complex of activities addressing economic needs and 
the need to impart meaning to the world, he claims that “the economy 
provides the framework but the erotic problem, as asceticism shows, is 
die one mo* cental to humankind.” The family in its various forms, as 
well as such institutions as celibacy and prostitution, represent solutions 
to this cental problem, and “eveiy solution creates its distinctive sense of 
e body [ Korpergejuhl ]” (KMP). Interpretations of the world, in turn are 
vitally mfluenced by such feelings. An example of decisive changes origi- 
natrng m this domain, is the eroticization introduced by the minnesinger 
of the eleventh century: “This attitude towards woman had revolutionaty 
effects upon the whole of social life.” At a more general level, Mannheim 
introduces the analytical figure that is a recurrent feature of his lectures on 
women: Accordmg to Marx, crisis arises out of a discrepancy within the 
development of social forces of production. In the development of the 
situations of men and women [as in Greece],..a discrepancy emerges in 
e development of psychic productive forces. Like all such 
disproportionahties, this leads to a crisis” (KMP). Mannheim’s diagnosis 
of the contemporary form of that crisis becomes clearer in the next course 
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where he again subjects an analytical theme from Marxism to a basic 
change in theoretical function. The principal element in social destabili¬ 
zation and transformation, he contends, is the upward movement of social 
group formations. As in the Amsterdam lecture on intellectuals m 1932, 
the Marxist account of class shifts is presupposed, but the rise of women 

and intellectuals provides the subject matter. 

The crisis of the family, according to Mannheim, begins with the dis¬ 
solution of its patriarchal type. More specifically, however, problems 
are centered in difficulties afflicting women in their rise from patriar¬ 
chal domination. The heading for Mannheim’s first lecture—and thus 
the overarching theme he announced at the beginning of the course—is 
“Woman as a Problem in Upward Mobility” (Die Frau als Aufstiegs- 
problem). Women’s conflicts generated by these changes affect the fam¬ 
ily so profoundly, Mannheim believes, because they manifest themselves 
in frigidity and inferiority complexes that vitally damage the capacity o 
the family to solve the “central human problem” of the erotic. Applying 
the quasi-Marxist paradigm of disproportionality, Mannheim diagnoses 
a crisis and traces it to a discrepancy between women’s actual situations 
and the ideology of domesticity that still governs their orientations. Amid 
profound social changes, women have moved into the work force or 
they have simply been made functionless in the home and left to devote 
themselves to self-cultivation or empty pursuit. But they continue to 
accept a model of womanliness derived from a time when the household 
was a center of production, providing full-time occupation for wives 
and other females. Women belong in the home, according to these per¬ 
sistent norms; they justify themselves by founding intimacy; they cling 
to the everyday; and they relinquish all claims to public recognition or 
competition with men. Such doctrines persist in part because the every¬ 
day worldview is itself a product of the home, where women are en¬ 
closed in the domain of consumption and largely shut off from 
rationalization. “Unworldly preachers and teachers” broadcast the ide¬ 
ology, and those who benefit from keeping women in confusion incul¬ 
cate it less innocently. Yet women cannot fulfill themselves in the 
domestic sphere. They are victimized by the stresses attending their rise, 
but they cannot and will not be left behind. 

To analyze the constituents, causes, and consequences of upward so¬ 
cial mobility, Mannheim traces the rise of “woman” from classical an¬ 
tiquity to the High Middle Ages, devoting several lectures to a detailed 
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review of Tacitus on the Germanic tribes to insist, like Marianne Weber 
(1907), on the patriarchal nature of their family regime against fashion¬ 
able claims about supposed matriarchal origins. Summarizing his analy ¬ 
sis, he focuses on a distinction between fixed social arrangements and 
free space, which he finds variously combined in different phases of 
different societies. In the free spaces, he says, “social restratification 
takes place—this is where individuals detached from various strata meet 
one another... to consolidate into a stratum” (KMP). The sociological 
generalization about openings created when institutional constraints are 
loosened clearly applies to Mannheim’s theory of the intellectuals (see 
especially Mannheim [1922-24] 1982: 256,265-72), but in the present 
context it also identifies the locus of a new dynamic force among women. 
Although Mannheim’s historical survey does not extend beyond the 
Middle Ages, he extrapolates from his discussion of the lady of the manor 
to a characterization of the “lady” (die Dame), in the sense in which this 
type figures importantly in moderate feminist writings since the begin¬ 
ning of the century. According to Mannheim, the lady emerges as a new 
type among legally married women. She is “increasingly without func¬ 
tions in the social process of production” and by utilizes “her leisure for 
the cultivation of her personality, as well as the cultivation of manners 
and the erotic sphere” (KMP). For Mannheim, the lady encapsulates 
both the dilemma and the promise of woman’s situation. 9 

In the historical lectures, Mannheim analyzes the effects of social 
differentiation upon the family. In the preceding semester, too, Mannheim 
had ascribed “revolutionary”—and paradigmatic—significance to re¬ 
definitions of women’s identities during the High Middle Ages. Then he 
focused on the role of the minnesinger in the genealogy of erotic con¬ 
sciousness. Now he cites new accumulations of power in the hands of 
nobility to explain the emergence of new patterns of division of labor in 
new household forms in the castle and the socage holding. Mannheim 
notes: “This division of labor deprives the household, originally the site 
of production for all its needs, of ever more functions. The wife is first 
transformed into nothing more than the manager of production, then 
deprived of every function. She either seeks new functions or creates a 
new form for the free time now available. This...produced two new 
types of women: the abbess and the lady of the manor. These are at once 
new social and new cultural types” (KMP). Mannheim’s shift from his 
discussion of the wife to the example of the presumably unmarried ab- 
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bess is facilitated by the ambiguity of the German word for woman and 
wife, but primarily derives from his fluctuations between historical and 
structural analyses in the lectures: the changed status of upper-class wives 
helps to explain the choice of alternative lives by women who might 
otherwise marry. Mannheim’s method allows use of historical figura¬ 
tions as prototypes for the formations that interest him in his own time, 
the insight into essences through historical study. He is implicitly allud¬ 
ing to the origins of the women’s movement among women in new 
occupations and new forms of cultural activity. Except for his psycho¬ 
analytic reasonings and a more general emphasis on erotic dimensions 
of marriage, Mannheim starts with the woman question as defined by 
Marianne Weber and others speaking for the moderate middle-class 
women’s movement (Marianne Weber 1919; Greven-Aschoff 1981; Roth 
1988). In concentrating on “sociological” variables, however, Mannheim 
sacrifices the political awareness that enters Weber’s analysis through 
legal issues of property and power, replicating in this context the con¬ 
trast between his analysis of the political process and the conceptions of 
social democratic lawyers like Franz Neumann. 

Expounding his notion of sociology as a “science for living” acces¬ 
sible only to persons who require its knowledge for the sake of their 
lives, Mannheim claims, “Those who have not yet despaired of their 
situation cannot really find their way to sociology and should give it up” 
(KMP). He then challenges his listeners in their various characters as 
young people, women, and intellectuals. Young people who have not 
realized their parents’ loss of authority and have thus missed the youth 
movement experience, he maintains, are not ripe for the sociological 
problem of generations. Women are addressed twice, and significantly 
each time anomalously associated with the supposedly anachronistic type 
of “the lady”: 

Any woman or girl who fails to face up to the fact that modem society... gives 
her enlightenment and culture, while denying her a field of action, falls prey to 
melancholy and the other psychic ailments that we will later encounter in the his¬ 
tory of the lady. Only someone who has, as woman, confronted the experience of 
being alternately shunned as a “lady” (a throwback to the past) and shouldered 
aside as a competitor, can begin to see that a social situation is not a matter of 
anatomical destiny. (KMP) 

Mannheim closes with the group whose dilemma immediately concerns 
himself: 



Religion, Politics, and Education: Reassessing Civilization 129 

Only someone who has, as intellectual, taken notice of the fact that he is esteemed 
above all others as cultivated person but counts for nothing in the world of bour¬ 
geois and proletarian, that he knows everything and can do nothing, that everyone 
needs him and that he is nevertheless rejected—only such a person is able not only 
to arrive at a general theory of the spirit’s impotence but also to see it as the fate of 
a social stratum, and thus to understand himself as a product of a social situation 
(KMP) 

In sum, Mannheim posits a crisis experienced in the inquirer’s life situ¬ 
ation as the point of departure for sociological method. 

The first methodological step requires the sociologist to expose both 
her situation and her identity as socially constituted events, to shake 
inherited misinterpretations which obscure changed circumstances, as 
when an employed woman orients herself to her situation by principles 
of domestic morality. But the initial recasting of situation and self is still 
partial and abstract; it only opens the way to the sociological work to be 
done. Even when we correctly place ourselves in society, we see from 
too limited a perspective. We neglect diverse historical points of view, 
differences of social standpoints, and the variability of the process whose 
moment we recognize. Social events are compound and interwoven; 
sociological method must comprehend these qualities. To illustrate the 
approach, Mannheim lays out a sequence of social dimensions requiring 
systematic study if a woman student is to move beyond her method¬ 
ological starting point in sociology, her penetration of the disorienting 
domestic ideology. 

As in his 1931 course on the family as representative social institu¬ 
tion, he begins with the connections between family and prostitution: 
they are complementary, since historically prostitution solves the erotic 
problems left unsolved by marriage. The situation of the married woman 
cannot be illuminated without recognizing prostitution as corollary. The 
female family member stands in similar interdependencies with histori¬ 
cal social formations of power and law, economy and education. She 
must understand her situation as a function not only of the institutions 
that include her, but also of those that keep her out. Beyond the institu¬ 
tional framework of society, Mannheim distinguishes variability of hu¬ 
man types, forms of experience, and values—all for the sake of a more 
nuanced and more historically specific contextualizing of the social phe¬ 
nomena under review. As diverse but interlinked human types, he lists 
housewife, concubine, whore, hetaera, crone, working woman, and lady. 
He maps the erotic and cultural spheres by projecting reciprocal rela- 
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tionships among sensuous, sublimated, and repressed experiences, and 
he invites refinement in understanding the constitution and reconstitu¬ 
tion of the instincts. Values are a function of differentiated moral codes, 
and male ideology appears as a distinct factor. The study that begins 
with an effort at self-clarification motivated by an experience of im¬ 
passe, in sum, should eventuate in a structured view of a differentiated, 
interwoven and changing social universe. 

Mannheim’s methodology retains the historical and contextual ap¬ 
proach of sociology of knowledge as organon, but the research objec¬ 
tive is less focused on the institutionally defined political domain. When 
sociology as a science for living addresses the reflexive returns from the 
knowledge it generates, it grasps the diverse ways in which individuals 
can “own” themselves. The personal starting point is not merely a peda¬ 
gogical heuristic; sociology is to be a self-transformative experience. 
This was Mannheim’s promise and challenge to the students he addressed 
as youths, as intellectuals, and as women. Sociological education inher¬ 
its the mission of cultivation ( Bildung ) Mannheim originally had claimed 
for the new cultural studies of Lukacs’ Sunday Circle. 

Mannheim’s conception of educator as guide extended beyond the 
formal lecture. His supervision of dissertations, strongly seconded by 
Norbert Elias, directed students to topics bearing on their individual situ¬ 
ations. 10 Four dissertations completed by his woman students represent 
women’s studies in the present sense: Frieda Elisabeth Haussig’s (1934) 
sociology of knowledge investigation of Wilhelm Heinrich Riehl, a con¬ 
servative, antifeminist founder of family sociology in Germany, Kathe 
Truhel’s (1934) “analysis of the gradual emergence of bureaucratically 
regulated state welfare agencies out of the institutions of the woman’s 
movement and volunteer women’s social work” (Honegger 1994: 78), 
Margarete Freudenthal’s ([1934] 1986) historical study of domestic 
economies, and Natalie Halperin’s (1935) sociological analysis of “sen¬ 
timental” female literary intellectuals in the later eighteenth century. 
The dissertation by Gisele Freund (1936)—like that on German actors’ 
associations thwarted by Ilse Seglow’s forced emigration—arises out of 
the artistic backgrounds of these students, while Nina Rubinstein ([1933] 
1989) examines political emigrations, a social formation of intimate 
concern to a person raised at the center of the Menshevik emigration, 
translating the emigres she studied from the sociological category of 
political intelligentsia to the family. Rubinstein moves beyond Mannheim 
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in taking distance from politics, but she has his support in exploring her 
own tacit knowledge (Kettler and Meja 1993). 

Rubinstein was on the point of completion when Mannheim was forced 
into uncompensated retirement on April 13,1933. An undated letter from 
Mannheim to Rubinstein (NR), written just before his abrupt departure 
for Amsterdam about a week later, illuminates his relationship with his 
students. He writes: 

I have not written you until now because I knew nothing certain about the status of 
the dissertation. Even today, I know nothing definite, but I do know a bit more. At 
the Ministry, I was requested to continue accepting dissertations prepared under 
me. But this goes against the general rule that suspended professors are not al¬ 
lowed to carry out anything of an official nature. The Philosophical Faculty is 
supposed to confer about this at the beginning of the Semester. Until then, you will 
simply have to wait. But basically I do not think that anything untoward can hap¬ 
pen to you. If worst comes to worst, you will submit your work under [someone 
else]. But I believe that, as a student so nearly finished, you have a right to bring 
your studies to their conclusion. 

Besides, you must not complain. As a sociologist, you are called upon to under¬ 
stand what is happening and to allow events to run their course. Relinquish the 
habit of thinking about the long run. That is no longer timely. One merely feels 
aggrieved and neglects the most urgent things. These considerations explain my 
inability to answer your question about my own plans. For the moment, I remain at 
my post as a Prussian official. No running away, certainly not yet. After one has 
worked so long on emigration, one is duty-bound to a certain sense of proportion. 
Noblesse oblige. My advice, in short, complete the work, await the beginning of 
the semester, and hand in whatever they will accept. 

Mannheim did not forget his other students either. The Revue 
Internationale de Sociologie (1932: 1932: 3) announces Professor Karl 
Mannheim of the Sociological Institute in Frankfurt as a contributor to 
the section on “Vhabitat humaine ” at the 1933 Congress of the Institut 
International de Sociologie in Geneva, with a presentation on “the hu¬ 
man habitat from the perspective of the social role of women and the 
domestic economy.” By the time of the meetings, however, Mannheim 
no longer had an institute or a home. His name appears in the official 
1934 report of the Congress, with his new London affiliation, but he was 
not himself present in Geneva. Two of his degree candidates from Frank¬ 
furt appeared in his place: Margarete Freudenthal, whose dissertation 
research provided the topic Mannheim had originally announced 
(Freudenthal [1934] 1986), and Norbert Elias, who drew on the just- 
completed but never-to-be officially recognized Habilitation he wrote 
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under Mannheim (Elias [1933] 1983). Their talks, so far as can be judged 
from the brief report in the Revue (Duprat 1934: 143-44), brilliantly 
illustrate how shared beginnings with Mannheim could be developed in 
quite different, strikingly distinctive directions. 

Both undertake to explain “correlations between types of homes and 
levels of social existence” of their inhabitants. While Elias focuses on 
the houses of French courtiers in the seventeenth and eighteenth centu¬ 
ries, and concludes that “the residence represented the rank and func¬ 
tion of its owner; it corresponded, moreover, to the nobility’s manner of 
life: their relations of reciprocal hospitality, the requirements of luxury, 
of staff, of domesticity,” Freudenthal contrasts proletarian and bourgeois 
homes by reference to the respective domestic economies, arguing spe¬ 
cifically that “the mode of material existence varies with the economic 
role—inside as well as outside the home—of the woman.” The differ¬ 
ences between these two representatives of Mannheim’s Frankfurt insti¬ 
tute—the one stressing the proprietor’s rank and function and the other 
the household role of women—are not explainable simply by the differ¬ 
ent historical and social milieux they examine. They typify the diversity 
of work—and common empirical commitments—generated by study¬ 
ing with Mannheim in Frankfurt. 

Mannheim as Weberian Sociologist 

In addition to his undergraduate lectures, Mannheim’s primary inter¬ 
est at Frankfurt was a postgraduate seminar on the social and intellec¬ 
tual history of early German liberalism, intended as “an empirically 
oriented... interdisciplinary project, similar to his earlier empirical work 
on ‘das konservative Denken’” (NS), according to one of its partici¬ 
pants. The seminar, given jointly with the young economist Adolf Lowe 
and attended by other colleagues, addressed itself to questions about 
modem and classical liberal economics as well as to more general po¬ 
litical themes. Mannheim’s chances of establishing a university career 
as researcher and teacher depended, first, on his distancing himself from 
excited literary and political discussions of the very themes he had popu¬ 
larized and, second, on more nearly adjusting his scholarly program to 
the specialized manner and matter of colleagues straggling to overcome 
the distrust of the new discipline among university mandarins. Mannheim 
accepted the need to give his newly established but virtually unfunded 
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“Sociological Seminar” an empiricist face. If nothing else, Mannheim 
had to make his peace with colleagues and students imbued with the 
empirical traditions of Franz Oppenheimer’s “Frankfurt School” 
(Oppenheimer [1928] 1932; Kasler 1981). 

Karl Mannheim’s “scientific secretary” in the seminar, Greta 
Kuckhoff, writes in her memoirs that she applied for the position when 
she learned that he “was interested in becoming acquainted with the 
new techniques of social research that had established and proved them¬ 
selves in the United States.” Kuckhoff was uniquely qualified, since she 
had just returned from two years with Edward A. Ross in Wisconsin, the 
last as his assistant. She lacked a degree, however, having interrupted 
her studies with Sombart in Berlin (concentrating on Max Weber) dur- 
ing the 1920s, where she had been admitted without academic high school 
qualifications. Mannheim agreed to inquire about a special dispensation 
if she proved herself “an independent scientific personality,” a reply she 
resented because she had already passed her preliminary doctoral ex¬ 
aminations at Wisconsin. She speaks of her difficulties sorting the li¬ 
brary, most of whose topics were unfamiliar, “except for the few 
American books on behaviorism, pragmatism, and ecology—words that 
were barely known at the time” (Kuckhoff 1972: 106). 

Following the successful example of the Heidelberg Institute for So¬ 
cial and Political Science directed by the triumvirate who had sponsored 
his Habilitation, Mannheim sought funding from the European social 
science program of the Rockefeller Foundation. 11 Mannheim attempted 
to impress the foundation’s representatives with consonances between 
the approaches they sought to promote and the direction of his Socio¬ 
logical Seminar. Two primary motifs in Rockefeller program statements 
were the shifting of social studies from “philosophical” to “inductive” 
methods and the elevation of problems above disciplines (Bulmer and 
Bulmer 1981; Graver 1986). In a report for the Paris office of the 
Rockefeller Foundation in 1931, Mannheim accordingly emphasizes 
three primary activities of his seminar: 

i. The preparation of a problem-centered bibliography cutting across disci¬ 
plines and summarizing the present state of research on selected problems; 

ii. Inductive research into contemporary social problems such as 

a) the mechanism for selecting leaders in political parties, in trade unions 
and in the catholic church. 

b) women in politics 
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c) sociology of the immigrant 

d) influence of education on social position 
iii. Historical philosophical investigations such as 

a) German and English liberalism 

b) Sociological analysis of changes in Germany’s economic structure 
from 1750-1850 

c) Nietzsche and his influence—a sociological study. (RF/RG2-1932/ 
717/77/617) 12 

The Foundation’s German representative praises Mannheim and rec¬ 
ommends “a small grant to permit him to acquire some statistical appa¬ 
ratus and to undertake more thoroughly inductive research and field 
work,” but the Paris official appears skeptical, concluding “an examina¬ 
tion of the research under way and the types of students doing the work 
gives the impression that M’s most advanced students go in for the his¬ 
torical-philosophical investigations.” This appraisal must be seen in the 
context of a conviction that “any large aid [in Frankfurt] just now would 
be badly received by German public opinion,” although “Frankfurt is of 
first importance from the point of view of research.” The problem is that 
“the atmosphere is international and Jewish” and “many Jews are on the 
faculty.” This proved an all too remediable problem, as Mannheim and 
the other “non-Aryans” were dismissed by the Hitler regime. 

In September, 1934, Mannheim and Lowe, building on their disrupted 
Frankfurt work, offered a five-day seminar in the Netherlands on 
“Economy and Man in the Age of Planning.” The notice of the event 
states that they are “long accustomed to scientific collaboration with 
one another,” and, indeed, the printed articles which are, by internal 
evidence, the outgrowth of the contribution of each, attest to mutual 
indebtedness and agreement. Lowe’s elaboration appears in Economics 
and Sociology, also given as lectures in 1935 at the London School of 
Economics. Strikingly, he opens the lecture with a vehement attack on 
the “popular prejudice” that sociological method consists of “interpreta¬ 
tion based on inner understanding and comparative description, but not 
causal analysis.” German sociology, he observes, has distracted itself 
too long with unproductive self-reflections and worries about differing 
modes of knowledge. Causal explanations based on empirical evidence 
are the goal in the social sciences, as in any other, and interpretive meth¬ 
ods are nothing more than suggestive aids in generating hypotheses and 
first approximations, to give direction to work that is properly scientific 
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Wi,h ‘ hS C ‘ aim * at “** main field and 
m u ° f he soclol °gy knowledge, professed above all by Karl 
Mannheim in his handbook article on the sociology of knowledge is to 

contrast the “obscure fallacies and prejudices" of common sense’with 

that h dl'x teS n ° f the Competem specialisms.” Lowe’s suggestion 
Me M ? nhe ' m Shafed common ground builds quite properly on 

one of Mannheim s experimental postures and indicatesone of 
Mannheim s sources of support and encouragement in this direction 
but it treats as settled the basic issue Mannheim never finally resolved.’ 

Sociology and the Irrational 

tru^r Seve " f arS in eX , !le ’ however > Mannheim had moved far from 
trust in a complex interplay of the rational and irrational through the 
intermediation of sociology of knowledge. Now he writes* 
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claims about the synthesizing consequences of insight tato the social 
grounding of thought. But he was already categorical in his argument 
. “^'-scientific intelligence now had to provide the capacity for 
rational planning that alone could overcome a systemwide crisis of out- 
-control irrationalities. The spontaneous mechanisms of modem soci- 
l9vJw Varl ?r platfonns for rationalizing the irrational (Mannheim 
taste Thecae “f n- et mana§e thdr inte8fa,ive and organizational 

search for historical meaning, on which the hopes for sociology of knowl¬ 
edge as organon had rested, have been definitively undermined by Ger¬ 
man events, he concludes. Irrationalities cannot be dialectically or 
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ironically acknowledged and transcended, it now appears; they must be 
subjected to planned social control through the newest social technol¬ 
ogy. And social science must direct itself towards diagnosis, prognosis, 
and cure, not fearing comparison with medicine or even engineering. 

Mannheim’s most poignant justification for his new approach to ra¬ 
tionalizing the irrational is to be found in an unpublished exchange o 
letters with an intimate member of the Frankfurt Tillich circle, also in 
exile. After the publication of Mensch und Gesellschaft im Zeitalter des 
Umbaus (1935), Mannheim had sent it to several old discussion part¬ 
ners and he quickly received a searching and fundamental critique from 
Eduard Heimann, a prominent theorist of the Weimar welfare state w ose 
intimacy with Tillich and his circle dated to the first years after the war. 
In the first years of exile, several key members of the Tillich circle main¬ 
tained an extensive round-robin correspondence, aiming at eventual pe¬ 
riodical publication of the articles and mutual criticisms circulated in 
multiple copies. 15 The reply to Heimann was a serious occasion for 
Mannheim. What Heimann and the others thought about his work clearly 
mattered as much as it had had four years before, at the time of the 
Frankfurt Discussion. Eight months elapsed between Heimann s letter 
and Mannheim’s carefully calculated article-length reply. 

Heimann’s principal charge is that Mannheim has abandoned the in¬ 
sights he had earlier shared with Heimann and other religious thinkers 
A rationalism without adequate grounding in the irrational is empty ol 
meaning, they had agreed, and cannot prevent its own demonization or 
defend against eruptions of irrationality in truly destructive forms. 
Mannheim had known this during his association with Tillich Heimann 
contends, and he had presupposed it in his sociology of knowledge; now 
he was abandoning this knowledge, equating everythmg rational with 
the salutary and everything irrational with the destructive This move, 
he charges, puts Mannheim on the side of the impoverished, merely 
instrumental forms of rationalization that had undermined Weimar so¬ 
cialism and Weimar democracy. He concludes: “Your rationalism is not 
contradictory to fascism but politically neutral and therefore supportive 
of whatever powers may be, because it reductively refers only to social 
techniques” (Heimann to Mannheim, January 31, 1935, PT). Heimann 
makes almost the same reproach on the grounds of a religious ant ro- 
pology, as Lukacs does reasoning from the rather mechanical Marxism 
he then professed (Lukacs [1933] 1982). 
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Interestingly enough, Mannheim also had to defend his new position 
some months after his letter to Heimann, against the sad but firm re- 
proaches of Oscar Jaszi, the liberal publicist and historian who had pro¬ 
vided the counterpoint to Lukacs in Mannheim's formative Hungarian 

J f SZI ’ to0 ’ faul ' s Mannheim’s reliance on purely rationalist thought 
and techniques for the comprehension and management of the modfm 
crisis passionately pleading the humanist liberal case for the spiritually 
grounded creative individual against the impersonal sociological per- 

h i i 11 ?””,’ MSZi aCkn ° wled 2 es that his position may be 
outdated, but he defiantly vows to remain at the post dictated by prin¬ 
ciple beyond pragmatic calculation (CUL).« Thus, when Mannheim tried 
to defend himself against the charge of hyperrationalism immediately 
after the publication of Mensch und Gesellschaft, he was pleading in the 

tribunal ^ “ PerS ° nal hiSt ° riCal 

Two points in Mannheim’s rejoinder to Heimann are particularly note- 

t *° r * y '" te !'f ht of the “Frankfurt Discussions.” First, he denies that 
the concept of the irrational refers to anything specific enough to be 

!r?? ,t d , aS a " eWlty W,th meanin s or value as a whole, and, second, he 
s sts that instrumental reason is a uniquely necessary form of thinking 

that must be given priority in the crisis of social thought signaled by the 
se of fascism. Both points are clearly continuous with Mannheim’s 
lifelong search for a comprehensive and differentiated account of ratio¬ 
nality and its effects, a search in which Hegel’s accomplishment long 

T “' d ’ bU ‘ * ey also mark Ma <raheun’s attempt to break 
wth the dramatic imagery and essayistic subtlety of a thinking formu¬ 
lated in dialectical antitheses and paradoxical reversals. He tried to go 

iwT u . d u 1SCOU 1 r f characteristic of the Weimar intellectual culture 
that had celebrated him, a culture hopelessly compromised by its inef¬ 
fectual resistance to Nazism and by parodies of its themes in the more 
pretentious aspects of Nazi culture. 

Mannheim sought to break the spell of the quintessential Weimar is- 
sue of a dialectic between the rational and the irrational by denying that 
the many things intended by the term irrational constitute a unity The 
rational, he asserts, makes sense as a whole. It refers to thought and to 
organization congruent with thought. But the irrational, strictly speak¬ 
ing, refers to a wild diversity unified by nothing except the absence of 
thought or conscious organization. “It is a puzzle to me what the value 
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in this heterogeneous category is supposed to be,” he comments to 
Heimann, “in pursuit of which youth movements, philosophies, and so 
forth are set into motion.” But he thinks that he does know after all what 
“religious people, romantics, the Jugendbewegung” have m mind when 
they affirm the irrational. They think that certain thmgs are spoiled if 
they are thought through, that it is nicer to experience them without 
reflection. Mannheim now declares himself an unqualified enemy ol 
such enthusiasm for the irrational, no less in its “higher forms’ than m 
its most servile, where the Nazis have raised the submissive inability to 
think to the dignity of a program. To Heimann’s plea for an irrational 
grounding of convictions and constitutions, he replies that spiritual con¬ 
tents are not devalued by being thought about, not even m ultimate, 
religious matters: “I have always found that genuine thinking enhances 
our capacity for experience and that the courage to think can only inten¬ 
sify convictions.... I believe that thinking is one of the supreme gifts of 
the human race, the most profound faculty for penetrating the world, 
whether directed towards the outer world or to the world of inner expe¬ 
rience. Things are emptied of meaning not because man thinks but be¬ 
cause empty men think.” Set against thinking in all its forms, the irrational 
loses its coeval status as a legitimate power alternative to the rational, to 
be sounded and respected if not worshipped. Mannheim puts aside the 

ambiguous, dialectical conception of reason. 

But, left there, the reponse is evasive, because Mannheim gives his 
concept of the rational a scope as wide as the uses of the words thinking 
and organizing. He speaks of the “capacity to provide a mental descrip¬ 
tion, a causal explanation, a structural analysis or a synthetic recon¬ 
struction for anything experienced, encountered, or having existence. 
But Heimann’s complaints about Mannheim’s rationalist method are 
obviously not directed against the complex modes of reflection circum¬ 
scribed by three of those four formulations. As Mannheim is fully aware, 
Heimann’s question about the irrational is inseparable from his objec¬ 
tion to Mannheim’s focus on knowledge that consists of causal or func¬ 
tional explanations designed to be instrumental for planning. In fact, 
Mannheim conciliatorily suggests in passing that existential reflections 
on goals and purposes like Heimann’s are a second valuable type of 
thinking, and he briefly implies that the differences between him and 
Heimann may be mere differences in current interests. Yet Mannheim 
also accepts the challenge. 
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The resistance to instrumental reason and especially to the kinds of 
generalizations on which it depends, he maintains, manifests “the beset¬ 
ting sin of German intellectuals,” and it stems from an irresponsible 
indifference to outward action and results. Things are out of control in 
society, he insists, and they stand in need of planned management, not 
self-reflective inwardness. Such management will be provided ruthlessly 
by oppressors if cultivated people disdain the knowledge that such plan¬ 
ning requires. Principles and designs uninformed by instrumental rea¬ 
son are mere “ideology,” lacking integral effects. Moreover, reflection 
on principles itself is actually most searching and inspired when it runs 
in intimate parallel with active inquiry into causes and instrumentalities. 
The two are logically distinct forms of thinking, but they work best side 
by side. 

Mannheim concludes his defense of instrumental rationality with an 
argument paradoxically rich in associations with Lukacs: 

Or have you never been struck by the strange paradox that the materialist-deter- 
minist worldview is upheld by those who want to get rid of such determinations, 
while the ruling strata, for whom it is not a vital necessity to get rid of the existing 
social order, speak much more than the oppressed about the freedom of human¬ 
kind? Only those who desire freedom bind themselves to the task of uncovering 
existing determinations. Those comfortable with those determinations, on the other 
hand, interpret the world as already free. When the will to freedom is in actualiza¬ 
tion, it ruthlessly exposes the chains. Those in whom the artistic is an actual pres¬ 
ence do not speak about art (which they cannot do without, in any case), but about 
the means by which they can bring it forth. 

Mannheim denies that his turn toward pragmatist instrumental think¬ 
ing entails disloyalty to the high ethical mission of the intellectual repre¬ 
sented by his Weimar work and characteristic of the Budapest groups in 
which he had intellectually come of age. Not only are the historical 
materialist formulations in the opening phrases of the passage quoted 
above reminiscent of Mannheim’s encounter with Marxism through 
Lukacs, but the concluding analogy to art also recalls Mannheim’s ap¬ 
prenticeship to him. But his uses of these themes have the effect of a 
declaration of independence; the themes are reconstituted on Mannheim’s 
own terms. 

In a diary of his youth, there is a detailed account by Mannheim of his 
first visit to Lukacs, on June 23, 1911, when Mannheim was eighteen 
years old. He reports himself as saying, “Socialism, and particularly the 
elements of historical materialism in socialism, did have a soul destroy- 
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ing effect, and the soul must emerge again. I told Lukacs how little I 
trusted socialism. He said that lately he had regained his trust in social¬ 
ism, because it had a branch going back to spiritual origins, the one 
originating from Hegel. If we read Marx, we could see the affinities. I 
should not forget, he told me, that this was the first movement since the 
mystics that really penetrated deeply and mobilized everything. We could 
be witnessing a unique process. In the old days there was the Bible and 
this had created sociology; now it would turn out the other way: sociol¬ 
ogy would create a new faith for humanity.” Earlier, the talk had been 
about art and thinking about art. “Lukacs on principle never takes into 

account what creative artists may say about themselves_Lukacs saw 

it as natural that artists tended to talk about their technical problems, 
because the transcendent and metaphysical elements were hidden within 
the soul, so only the fight with matter caused them problems” (Sarkozi 
1986:436-37). 

Marxism and the talk of artists are themes familiar from this and many 
other discussions between Lukacs and Mannheim in the early days, but, 
in his defense of his English writings, Mannheim not so much reversed 
the valences between the spiritual and material poles as he sought to 
surge beyond these disjunctions. “Talk about technical problems,” he 
now implies, is more urgent and perhaps also more fundamental than 
discovering “a new faith for humanity.” Civilization seems to have dis¬ 
placed culture. 

But this reversal is not consistently sustained. The fate of one pas¬ 
sage in his writings signals part of the problem. Heimann singles it out 
in his letter, as an encouraging indication that Mannheim has not wholly 
given up his earlier views, although he complains that Mannheim fails 
to develop the point. The same passage is quoted by Theodor W. Adorno 
in a critical assessment of Mannheim’s “new value-free sociology” writ¬ 
ten in 1937. But he notices only the echoes of the Mannheim of the 
Frankfurt Discussion and takes it as representative for Mannheim’s gen¬ 
eral position in Mensch und Gesellschaft (Adorno 1986). 17 Mannheim 
had written: “We must, moreover, realize, that the irrational is not al¬ 
ways harmful but that, on the contrary, it is among the most valuable 
powers in man’s possession when it acts as a driving force towards ra¬ 
tional and objective ends or when it creates cultural values through sub¬ 
limation, or when, as pure elan, it heightens the joy of living without 
planlessly destroying social life” (Mannheim 1940: 62-63). 18 
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According to Adorno, Mannheim’s sociological conjectures about a 
crisis in culture and elite formation, as well as his projection of an 
omnipotent remedial planning reason, all go back to distortions char¬ 
acteristic of the ideologies that upheld the prevailing order in Weimar 
and continued to do so after its fall. Like Horkheimer in 1931, Adorno 
insists that ruling culture and elites are as strong as they have to be to 
preserve their domination; techniques of control do not lack effective¬ 
ness. Mannheim’s failure in the passage quoted to make qualitative 
distinctions between generative libidinal energies and the irrational 
energies of repression is symptomatic of a method that also fails to 
make such distinctions between emancipatory and oppressive elements 
m culture, elite, and reason. The old ideologies cannot be displaced 
unless the social contradictions that they disguise are set free, and this 
emancipation is ultimately a conflictual political process. It is not 
enough to attempt, as Mannheim does, to criticize them from the stand- 
point of the juste milieu, denouncing them as interest-generated dis- 
tortions of a disinterested social knowledge. Mannheim senses the 
ineffectuality of his passive rationalizing, Adorno contends, and he 
corrects for it by invoking themes from the old “irrationalism’’ to 
give vitalistic heightening and intensification to his sterile argument. 
Adorno might have accused Heimann ironically of an injustice to 
Mannheim. Mannheim never supposed that “instrumental rationality” 
can provide the pathos that rule and resistance alike require; he is sim¬ 
ply unable, according to Adorno, to link it coherently to his analysis. 
The reinsertion of irrationality, Adorno concludes, “reveals the bias in 
Mannheim’s theory towards the interests of the existing 
order...despite all his intentions towards enlightenment.” (Adorno 

* 41) 

Mannheim’s abandonment of the subtler aspects of the sociology of 
knowledge and his didactic insistence on a depoliticized planning de¬ 
pendent on the manipulative adaptation of old faiths open him to Adorno’s 
scathing attack, although the new work could be read more sympatheti- 
cally and had productive influence on a postwar planning-oriented read¬ 
ership. By the standards of the Weimar debates, however, it was 
shockingly unreflective, with its popularized periodizations ofrationali- 
ties and its forced optimism about the old elites. The unpublished letter 
to Heimann is more interesting about the key issues than anything 
Mannheim published for his English-speaking audiences. 
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It is in fact tempting to close this discussion by showing how far 
Mannheim’s subsequent career appears to vindicate Adorno’s harsh 
critique, unperceptive as this may have been about the aspects of his 
earlier work examined above, and unwarranted as its own politico- 
philosophical presuppositions may have soon proved. As Adorno might 
have expected, Mannheim eventually aligned himself, as in Frankfurt, 
with a group of Christian thinkers. But this time they were mostly 
establishment figures, to whom he offered his own sociological ratio¬ 
nalism as an instrument for taking charge of a reality that would supple¬ 
ment not only their irrationally grounded doctrine but their social beings 
as an elite of Englishmen having the special qualities that Mannheim, 
like many central European sociologists of his generation, ascribed to 
the social category of “the gentleman.” It is hard to imagine that the 
leading and characteristic lay figure of that group, T.S. Eliot, would 
ever have been moved to praise Mannheim (or anyone) by saying about 
him what Tillich had said in the Frankfurt Discussion, that is, that he 
exemplifies the non-Protestant layman who nevertheless performs the 
distinctively Protestant task of asking the most radical question and 
risking himself on the outermost boundary situation. Mannheim be¬ 
came more publicist and pedagogue than theorist, and he failed to de¬ 
velop his thought. His mobilization strategy could do justice to neither 
the rational nor the irrational. The emancipation from Weimar culture 
turned into a barren exile. 

There is truth in such exaggerations, but, nevertheless, they would 
make a misleading conclusion to this story of Mannheim s encounters 
with the theme of the irrational. Although Mannheim prided himself on 
his status as an outsider in Weimar and on the unique critical insights he 
thought this provided, he was in fact an exceptionally representative 
figure among the younger Weimar intellectuals, as evidenced by the 
brilliant success of Ideologic und Utopie in 1929. The destruction of the 
Weimar Republic devastated and scattered this vital community. Some, 
like Adorno, continued to ground their work in the conviction that the 
essentially transformative effects of culture,” gave them a ‘ means of 
fighting against institutions,” to use Mannheim s 1919 language, but 
Mannheim considered that project dangerously obsolete. Deprived si¬ 
multaneously of the faith in history that empowers the politician and of 
the position that legitimates the educator, Mannheim faced a difficult 
rehabilitation. 
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Notes 

1. Mannheim writes, “As long as individuals have not become wholly ethical and 
free, cultural institutions that force their subjects to become cultural beings by 
using means that resemble violence, are unavoidable. As long as we do not achieve 
the paradisaical condition where there are no institutions, there will always be 
revolutions—to destroy, not humans, but the institutions that have become an 
end in themselves, in order to create new ones. The tragedy of revolution is that 
people must be killed” (Mannheim [1919a] 1985: 226). 

2. The “Frankfurt Discussion” was opened by Heinrich Frick, active in the Foreign 
Mission Movement, not by Tillich, and he cites as inspiration for his reflections a 
number of American Quakers and above all the English church activist and orga¬ 
nizer, James H. Oldham. There are direct lines of continuity that led Mannheim 
to center the last eight years of his English stay on the activities of a Christian 
discussion circle, called “The Moot,” organized and led by Oldham and gener¬ 
ated by the same series of ecumenical church meetings that stimulated Tillich and 
his associates on this occasion. 

3. See Mannheim’s notes for his Frankfurt lectures in 1932 (KMP). A contemporary 
published essay by Mannheim is “On the Nature of Economic Ambition and Its 
Significance for the Social Education of Man” (Mannheim [1930] 1952:230-75). 

4. The tactic has sound Marxist antecedents, although its clearest explanation by 
Marx and Engels sheds a curious light on the later course of Institut —and Marx¬ 
ist—thought: “One of the chief pursuits of Absolute Criticism consists in first 
bringing all questions of the day into the right setting. For it does not answer the 
real questions—it substitutes quite different ones. As it makes everything, it must 
also first make the ‘questions of the day,’ make them its own questions, the ques¬ 
tions of Critical Criticism. If it were a question of the Napoleonic Code, it would 
prove that it is properly a question of the Pentateuch. Its setting of ‘questions of 
the day’ is Critical distortion and misplacement of them.... This method, like all 
Absolute Criticim’s originalities, is the repetition of a speculative witticism. Specu¬ 
lative philosophy.. .must transpose all questions from the form of healthy com¬ 
mon sense to the form of speculative reason and change the real question into a 
speculative one to be able to answer it. Having distorted my question on my lips 
and put its own question on my lips like the catechism, it could naturally have a 
ready answer to my question, also like the catechism” (Marx and Engels 1956: 
121 ). 

5. “I cannot free myself of the impression,” Adorno is recorded as saying, “that 
wherever the dimension of paradox enters it appears in fact to have the function 
of dulling the edge of social theory” (Tillich 1983: 364). That is a long way from 
Minima Moralia. 

6. See, for example, the special issue of Logos , previously discussed, devoted to 
refutations of Spengler, as well as Troeltsch ([1921] 1925). 

7. In the absence of detailed records, the reasons for the faculty’s opposition to 
Mannheim must be a matter of conjecture. Yet the question is important for un¬ 
derstanding his professional standing. Moreover, a long standard American sur¬ 
vey of sociological theory misleadingly maintains that, “Mannheim...is said to 
have owed his appointment at the University of Frankfort not to his Jewish an¬ 
cestry but to the fact that he had done much to make Marxism salonfahig, i.e., 
socially and intellectually respectable” (Becker and Barnes [1938, 111:924]). 
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Mannheim’s personnel file at the Johann-Wolfgang-Goethe University (UF) has 
only been made available to us in small part, but from the available correspon¬ 
dence it seems clear that the Prussian ministry, initially on the urgings of Emil 
Lederer, vigorously pushed the case for offering the professorship to Mannheim 
over the strong and repeated objections of the faculty. On September 7,1929, the 
head of the faculty writes to Professor Windelband, the competent official at the 
Ministry, to say that the faculty had agreed that they would want a legal sociolo¬ 
gist if the economic historian Lederer is unavailable, and reaffirmed their earlier 
decision about rejecting Mannheim and Adolf Lowe, whom Lederer had nomi¬ 
nated as his associates. The reply from Windelband says that Lederer has indeed 
declined, and that the head of the division in the Ministry wants to discuss the 
situation with Arndt in person (September 28, 1929). Before the date set for the 
meeting, however, the ministry official preemptorily asked the faculty “to ex¬ 
press itself’ as soon as possible on the question of calling Mannheim to the pro¬ 
fessorship. A letter from the faculty’s representative on November 27,1929, alludes 
to a verbal conversation and to an enclosed copy of a formal reply to the letter 
concerning Mannheim. This copy was not released to us by the university archi¬ 
vist, but its point can be inferred from the closing remarks in the covering letter: 
“I will only add, if I may, that we have in the meantime heard from a South- 
German colleague, who was recently present at a lecture by Professor (sic) 
Mannheim, that this lecture was simply incomprehensible to him. That is also 
what would happen to our students.” 

It is known that the faculty was then allowed to offer the position to Hans 
Kelsen before finally making the offer to Mannheim. There is also reliable evi¬ 
dence that Mannheim secured support other than that of the Ministry. An undated 
page in Mannheim’s handwriting included in his personnel file, apparently from 
a letter seeking to improve his pension after his forced “retirement” in 1933 (or, 
possibly, towards the end of his life in connection with claims for reparations), 
indignantly rejects the implication that his appointment was in any sense a politi¬ 
cal one. He presses the Rector to find the passage in the minutes of the faculty 
where he is proposed as first choice, after the “list of jurists is turned down.” He 
also claims that, as far as he knows, the Minister proposed him because he was 
put ahead of all other candidates in a recommendation from the German Socio¬ 
logical Society. “In this time of rumors,” he concludes, “I must emphatically 
insist on the elimination of all the irresponsibly broadcast talk, that my appoint¬ 
ment could be considered as a political one.” There is nothing discreditable to 

Mannheim in having earned the confidence of officials in the two state 
govemment(s) most consistently faithful to the democratic constitution. Carl 
Heinrich Becker, the Prussian Minister of Culture was a powerful personality, 
generally close to the labor movement. At first a high official and then the Minis¬ 
ter, he played a leading role in establishing the Akademie der Arbeit —a univer¬ 
sity-level training institute for trade union functionaries originally proposed by 
the Social Democratic labor lawyer, Hugo Sinzheimer—and in that case too it 
was necessary to put a good deal of pressure on the University of Frankfurt to 
make it possible. See Antrick (1966:147). Becker is also known as the only one 
of the state ministers to have attempted to counter the National Socialist takeover 
of the university student organizations. See Bracher (1960:147). On the evidence 
available, however, we cannot question the good faith of the Frankfurt faculty’s 
initial opposition to Mannheim, especially since their eagerness to appoint either 
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Alexander Riistow, and Adolf Lowe, who was Mannhetm s fnend and collabora¬ 
tor in the last years in Germany and the prewar years m England^ 
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Diagnosis of Crisis 


Mannheim’s dismissal from Frankfurt and flight from Germany gave 
new urgency to the changes in his social thought underway since 1930 
When he had come to Germany in 1919, he was disturbed by his emi¬ 
gration from Hungary, but he was a connoisseur of German philosophy 
and culture, at home in the language, well-connected, and quickly ap¬ 
preciated in Heidelberg. In England, Mannheim arrived as a refugee 
bearing unwelcome news of a catastrophic crisis, expressed in an idiom 
that appeared alien and overwrought to an academic community pre¬ 
pared, at most, to offer him asylum. To convey his urgency and legiti¬ 
mate his claim to speak, Mannheim turned to a medical image. In a note 
or his files, he lists himself along with other social thinkers, including 
Freud, Durkheim, Ortega y Gasset, Max and Alfred Weber, and John 
Dewey, under the key words, “Diagnostic Sociology, Diagnosis, eine 
Prognosis, eine Cure, Education” (KMP). The sociology of knowledge 
ceases to be central to his methodology. Mannheim reconceptualizes his 
mission. No longer a mediator who orients politically creative actors 
and fosters tendencies towards synthesis, the social thinker becomes a 
sociotherapist, who clinically analyzes social disorders, devises thera¬ 
peutic regimes, and overcomes the inhibitions and distortions that ham¬ 
per remedial action. 

In a lecture reacting to the shock of political events and personal ex- 
given in September 1933 in the Netherlands, Mannheim introduces 
the concept of “socioanalysis” as a method for coping with the massive 
irrationalities symptomized by the Nazi triumph: 


Sfwho'!!. d fiMH e T 1 r “ C ° mpl£ T nt l ° t^hcanalysis. While the latter breaks 
the whole field of phenomena down into elements which it then studies 
socmanalysis in contrast, attempts to uncover the connection between phenomena’ 
and their contexts, the structure of the situation. Its objective is not only education 
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but also therapy, especially for social pathologies. It seeks to achieve this by analy¬ 
sis and illumination of the situation. While psychoanalysis penetrates to the un¬ 
conscious and subconscious, socioanalysis is concerned with the semiconscious, 
where there are also processes that profoundly affect people. (Mannheim 1934a:39) 

This conception, with its implicit distinction between pathological 
and healthy states of societies as well as individuals, epitomizes 
Mannheim’s growing conviction that ordinary thinking has proved in¬ 
capable of providing orientation in the current situation and that ex¬ 
traordinary, methodically acquired knowledge is needed to offer 
enlightenment and restore rationality to social conduct. The new belief 
also entails a standard of judgment more discriminating than historical 
success or a people’s gratified sense of unity in dynamic movement. 
Mannheim moves closer to the liberal appeal to reason and liberal stan¬ 
dards of individual personality and responsibility. More reminiscent of 
Durkheim than Max Weber, however, he treats these liberal themes as 
sociological problems and collective tasks. And, in express agreement 
with Freud, he postulates direct therapeutic effects for the acquisition of 
knowledge. In a Dutch university lecture program in 1934 jointly de¬ 
signed by the two friends, Lowe lectured on “the reconstruction of the 
economy ,” while Mannheim envisioned “the reconstruction of man. 

This ambitious objective introduces a new ambiguity into his theory. 
Mannheim was not only shaken by Hitler’s success, but impressed. He 
felt compelled to revise his earlier contention that fascist social psycho¬ 
logical mastery is a trick without lasting effects. Hitler had seen some¬ 
thing right, after all, and his knowledge gave him control. Mannheim 
sought to crack the mystery of Hitler’s success. Accordingly, he asks, 
first, how far the desires of “mass-man” can be reconstructed by propa¬ 
ganda and, second, whether there are individualizing forces in society 
that can be therapeutically enlisted against the sway of “mass-man.” In 
moving toward his new emphasis on “planning,” Mannheim shifts from 
a conception of knowledge with a catalytic function towards a knowl¬ 
edge instrumental for control. This knowledge is not designed, as be¬ 
fore, to inform a revitalized political process; it belongs to members of a 
planning elite and must be deliberately applied by them. The healing of 
society, it now appears, requires supercession of politics by a novel mode 
of coordinating human conduct in spheres not yet rationalized, a mode 
that dispenses with conflict and competition. Mannheim shows no con¬ 
fidence in the recuperative powers of the social process, as it has func- 



Diagnosis of Crisis 149 


tioned in history. “Reconstruction,” in short, requires a way of knowing 
that will show how to manipulate mass populations before attempting to 
transmute them into more rational actors (Mannheim 1940:223). 

Mannheim characterizes this new type of knowledge as product of an 
evolutionary scheme, “thought at the level of planning” coming latest in 
a series that had earlier moved from “the level of chance discovery” to 
the level of invention.” Reflecting the cooperation between himself 
and Lowe, he takes Adam Smith’s economic theory as a model of thought 
at the level of invention. Smith, Mannheim maintains, abstracts an au¬ 
tonomous cycle of causes from the complexity of historical social life 
and subsumes each of the elements to principles of the highest general¬ 
ity. This type of thinking, he claims, is appropriate to a stage of histori¬ 
cal development in which rational conduct requires mastery of the various 
internal requirements of diverse subsystems comprising a society that 
eaves several spheres unrationalized. The social system is integrated by 
automatic social processes. 

But when increased “density” of social events makes the subsystems 
interdependent at decisive points, Mannheim contends, thought at the 
level of invention becomes anachronistic. Economic processes, for ex¬ 
ample, me intimately affected by political processes when workers de¬ 
mand “political wages,” industry organizes in government-supported 
cartels, and the psychology of social expectations undergoes changes 
that render assumptions of ceteris paribus in classical economics hope¬ 
lessly misleading. Correspondingly, the controls exercised in one sub¬ 
system directly influence processes assigned by the older thinking to 
another. The leaders of trade unions or the directors of cartels, for ex¬ 
ample, control institutions whose actions can render the decisions and 
designs of government irrelevant. Under these changed conditions, think¬ 
ing must be able to comprehend interdependences if it is to perform its 
function of expanding the “radius of foresight” to the full extent of the 
radius of action,” enabling actors to understand the consequences of 
their actions and to take responsibility for them. 

Weimar Germany illustrates the inadequacies Mannheim saw in linear 
methods. Economists projected consequences from relations among bor¬ 
rowing, capital formation, investment, wages, and prices; jurists analyzed 
transformations in the character and uses of law; political scientists ex- 
p ored patterns of interest group alliance and contestation; political soci¬ 
ologists grasped structural shifts in political belief and loyalty; and cultural 
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sociologists observed changes in the social organization of cultural life. 
But the ensemble of changes produced novel, clashing mass political 
movements: towards proletarian revolution; towards regroupment of ra¬ 
tional social forces imbued with a new realism; and towards fascist ex¬ 
ploitation of mass disorientation, social uncertainty and fanatical 
determination among minorities with nothing to lose. Only an integrative 
“social” psychology, Mannheim thought, could have comprehended the 
whole. As with “cultural” and “political” sociology in earlier phases of his 
work, Mannheim attempts to transmute the familiar labels for a disciplin¬ 
ary subcategory into an adjective identifying a qualitatively new pursuit. 
To be “social,” psychology must achieve a novel cognitive relationship to 
a subject matter it recognizes as novel. It is a new way of knowing. 

“Thought at the level of planning” grasps what Mannheim called 
“principia media” that is, the interacting causes constituting a situa¬ 
tion” that, in its entirety, conditions the effects of any causal chain com¬ 
prehensible by “thought at the level of invention.” No such conjuncture 
of causes permits of unequivocal interpretation or prediction. Principia 
media are too complex, and their constituent interaction of factors can 
generate unprecedented novelties. Planning, then, must be satisfied with 
discerning “trends” and even accept the likelihood of conflicting trend 
lines. Narrative history also looks at a multiplicity of factors and pos¬ 
sible outcomes, but “thought at the level of planning” is different in 
kind. Instead of an epic drama in which individual actors struggle with 
one another against a fixed backdrop, it reveals a structure of alternative 
emerging possibilities and comprehends the variables determining the 

relative probabilities among them. 

Mannheim links the mode of thinking that can read principia media 
to planning because he treats all knowledge as a function of conduct and 
links the new level to new social capabilities for strategic interventions 
in situations. The capabilities already exist, but they are misunderstood 
and misapplied. In the last years of Weimar, for example, government 
and business pursued orthodox economic policies, expecting natural 
social forces to adjust the economic subsystem. They persisted in spe¬ 
cialized thinking, along lines of separate social subsystems. They failed 
to realize that their actions would have consequences on noneconomic 
processes and that the reactions of the latter would prevent the eco¬ 
nomic adjustments expected. An economically orthodox decision to close 
factories, for example, made by the management of cartelized indus- 
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tries dependent on the state for supplies and markets, weakened the trade 
unmns collaborating with them in the neocorporatist processes typical 
of Weimar and strengthened communist and fascist competitors of those 
organizations No economic theory can comprehend the interplay of 

render^ the event > Mannheim notes, such effects 

“ d d f he ° f fey aC * 0rS Va “ and created the opting for a 

strategy of social conquest, ruthlessly executed by mobile outsider groups. 

was c ° n ''inced that the Nazis won power in 1933 because 
they had planned and because they had sensed the potency of a “group 

remHr 8 / °" psycholo Sy- An alternative to their domination 

requu-es effective competition for those intellectual weapons. Social 

psychology is so essential for grasping the principia media of the present 
age because the situation is defined, above all, by the unexpected break¬ 
down of structures of rationality, the explosive eruption of mass irratio¬ 
nalities in a setting of social indecision. No design for economic planning 
can proceed without intermeshing with the present state of group-ex 
pectations and motivations. Reconstructing the economy requires re¬ 
constructing the human actors who operate it, and this requires planful 
therapeutic encounters with them, in their social identities and locations 
There is no alternative, Mannheim believes: people are bound to be 
planned in a world where there is too little social space for learning by 
rial and error, too little distance for spontaneity, too much crowding 
a ong masses and events. The only question is whether they will be 
p aimed for irrational feelings, mindless obedience, and destructive ac¬ 
tions, or whether it will prove possible to put a collective social capacity 

raHon 3 if C JUdgn l ent and measured conduct in place of individualized 
rationalities gone forever. 

to ,t dlSCUSS '" S * eachievability of such planning, Mannheim returns 
to the expositions! device familiar from his earlier work. He presents 

e design he is propounding as already implicit in the work of contem¬ 
poraries. He claims for himself the vision to see what they are about: 
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where at work, though in most cases it has not yet become conscious. (Mannheim 
1940: 223) 


The three intellectual tendencies reviewed by Mannheim are pragma¬ 
tism, behaviorism, and psychoanalysis. Reserving John Dewey for sub¬ 
tler appreciation, he concludes that pragmatist instrumentalism offers 
insight into connections between thought and action but fails to distin¬ 
guish the diverse social forms of action that require thought. Accordingly, 
pragmatism fails to understand the thinking at work in planning. Thought 
at the level of planning orients groups for actions of many kinds. It differs 
fundamentally from the self-understanding of individual actors calculat¬ 
ing the most efficient means of achieving discrete tasks in the complex 
division of labor. Rootedness in the considerations affecting group ac¬ 
tions, including problems of style, identity, and cohesiveness, is essential 
if the thinking is to grasp the effects of the interdependent activities. 

Mannheim’s argument recalls his earlier political conception of the 
sociology of knowledge. But he adds remarkable new claims about the 
transformation to be achieved by transcending the limits of individual 
social locations: 


[Comprehensive thinking] only becomes possible if a new type of sel ^ ob ®®^ at 
corresponding to the level of planning is developed. This new attitude consists in 
the fact that.the individual is able to perceive not only all the relevant facte and 
all the relevant ways of looking at things (ultimately he must perceive diem if he is 
to avoid destruction), but he also becomes capable of seeing his special position m 
the social process, and of understanding that his thought is shaped by his position. 

New^possiWlities of planning now arise which ^^^t^eTShe 
even theoretically. The individual not only attains a knowledge of himself but he 
can learn to understand the factors that determine his conduct, and can thus even 
attempt to regulate them.... His understanding still remains a product of the his- 
torical process which arose independently of him. But through his u " ders [f^ dl " g 
of this determination the individual for the first time mises himself above the h»- 
torical process—which now, more than ever before, becomes subject to his own 
power. (Mannheim 1940:212-13) 


It is difficult to assess such utopian projections, since much is le t 
unclear. Does this promised omniscience and omnipotence, for example, 
belong to an elite of reflective planners or equally to all individuals or to 
the human race? The passage can only be read as rhetorical invocation 
of the ancient vision of reason commanding the world of accident and 
change, revealing the memories and aspirations Mannheim hopes to enlist 
in his case for social reconstruction. He is using the conception of a 
sociology of knowledge, originally shaped by recognition that the self¬ 
certainties of Enlightenment rationalism cannot be sustamed, to imag- 
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me just such omnicompetent consciousness. The intellectual exercises 
he had earlier proposed as a method for gaining entrance to the reason 
immanent m history postulated by the regulative ideal of his histori- 
cism, are now supposed to achieve a rational transcendence of history. 
But it may be misleading to characterize Mannheim’s rhetorical turns in 
the language of philosophical idealism. More to the point is the Baconian 
conception of a state of mind that has overcome the “idols” obstructing 
knowledge and is prepared to use the correct scientific method: “plan¬ 
ning and not the sociology of knowledge now is to serve as “organon.” 
Notwithstanding declamations reminiscent of New Atlantis, Mannheim’s 
strategies for planned change depend less on total transfigurations of 
consciousness than on the application of mundane psychological theo- 
ries, suitably modified to render them more nearly “social.” 

Mannheim treats behaviorism with marked ambivalence. While he 
criticizes its indifference to aspects of human personality that can be 
grasped only by “sympathetic understanding,” he respects its power over 
“external individual behavior.” He finds that fascist successes depend 
on such knowledge and he indicates that planning for the masses newly 
generated by the disintegration of the old social order must in apy case 
begin with mastery of this type. 

To complete the human transformation demanded by the age ofplan- 
ning, however, psychoanalysis is the most promising intellectual cur¬ 
rent. Yet while it probes deeply enough to get at the structure of 
personality, it betrays its liberal individualist origins by its indifference 
to social constituents of identity. The possibilities for incorporating greater 
social awareness in the approach Mannheim finds prefigured in Erich 
Fromm and Karen Homey, and, on the strength of their therapeutic in¬ 
novations, he projects depth-educational work to create the pioneers of 
the new, planned social design. In this context, Mannheim calls for a 
reassessment of the achievements of the Enlightenment. What is often 
dismissed as a naive confidence in “Reason,” he now maintains, is bet¬ 
ter understood as a pathbreaking effort to create a “new social economy 
in the control of impulses and a new self-conscious guidance of the re¬ 
straints which are still necessary” (cp. Elias [1939] 1978-82). But these 
representatives of the effort now underway among the more socially 
aware psychoanalysts and in “the subtler forms of pragmatism,” like 
that of Dewey, are only precursors (Mannheim 1940:222). The intellec- 
tual development must be understood as still unsettled and barely cogni- 
zant of the new comprehensive functions needed. 
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Mannheim admits that behaviorism and psychoanalysis involve radi¬ 
cally different scientific methods, theoretical doctrines, and modes of 
practical application, but he insists that the differences are not decisive: 

Here we can be helped only by interdependent action and thought which make use 
of both the internal and external approaches in the sense that they combine at every 
step the transformation of society with the transformation of individual personal¬ 
ity. Moreover, as with most theoretical paradoxes, the problem is insoluble [merely] 
on the level of abstract thinking. The exaggerated consistency of one-sided logical 
systems of thought tears out of their context things which, if reconciled in action, 
can be gradually united into a more and more appropriate pattern of conduct. The 
solution of these theoretical paradoxes is always possible in practice if the care¬ 
fully thought-out alternatives are used not as final formulae, but as signposts to 
indicate the possible trends of events. (Mannheim 1940:227-28) 


Pragmatism, behaviorism, and psychoanalysis, in short, appear as alter¬ 
nate approximations of the planning appropriate to the present human 
situation, and they lend themselves to theoretical elaboration and practi¬ 
cal experimentation in the struggle against both irrational disruption and 
its brutal totalitarian social nemesis. 

The structure of “planning,” taken as a mode of thinking, is thus left 
indeterminate. Despite his characterization of specialized scientific dis¬ 
ciplines as products of a superceded “thought at the level of invention, 
Mannheim leaves planning dependent on these sciences. Thought at 
the level of planning” is a distinctive way of interrelating the lines of 
analysis generated by the sciences, a way of grasping trends concretely 
underway in the situations requiring action. His proposal remains pro¬ 
grammatic. A method must be developed, he asserts, 

a scientific technique for describing the developing historical process must be 
worked out. This technique should serve those who are trying to discover existing 
trends and who are determined to deal with future events in terms of open alterna¬ 
tives, i.e., to approach ambiguous facts with an open mind. (Mannheim 1940:188) 

This is a disappointing conclusion, yet Mannheim’s perplexities and 
aporia are not due to idiosyncratic failings. And the project he defines is 
stronger than his tentative formulations. 

Restoring Rationality 

Mannheim’s attempt to characterize this new way of thinking testi¬ 
fies to continuities in his project. His complex relationship to key texts 
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in the liberal canon is evident in his use of John Stuart Mill’s “Logic of 
the Moral Sciences” as a source of ideas for interrelating the require¬ 
ments of scientific theory and political practice, universality and his¬ 
tory, knowledge and character formation. Mannheim indicates that he is 
following Mill when he designates the regularities to be comprehended 
by planning knowledge as principia media. Mannheim’s contemporary 
at the London School of Economics, the Austrian refugee economist, 
Friedrich Hayek, treats Mannheim’s work as “one of the best illustra¬ 
tions” of a tendency fatally antithetical to the inherently individualist 
and universalist moral sciences (Hayek [1941] 1952: 218), but Hayek 
arrives at his polemical conclusion by disregarding inner conflicts af¬ 
flicting Liberalism from Mill to Mannheim. 3 The structure of knowl¬ 
edge appropriate to political guidance is a major theoretical site of 
unresolved difficulties. 

Like Mannheim’s principia media. Mill’s “intermediate principles” 
also designate scientific laws that grasp the tendencies operative in con¬ 
crete situations, the elements of a “science of human nature in the con¬ 
crete, and for practical purposes,” as well as “the immediate... laws 
according to which social states generate one another as society advances” 
(Mill 1881: 599, 640) . 4 Mill speaks of “axiomata media ” or intermedi¬ 
ate principles. For Mill, however, there is no question why these prin¬ 
ciples are termed intermediate. On the one side are the universal principles 
of the general science of human nature or psychology. Like all genuine 
sciences, according to Mill, the science of human nature is a deductive 
system of propositions verified by experiment or observation. Empiri¬ 
cal laws derived from experience and relied on by common sense, al¬ 
though untestable by rigorous standards, limit intermediate principles 
from the other side. The intermediate principles are thus, strictly speak¬ 
ing, corollaries of the universal science. They postulate typical patterns 
of interaction of factors severally governed by general psychological 
laws, and are in turn subject to confirmation by empirical laws. 

Mannheim lacks Mill’s distinction between ethology and the general 
science of society, both sciences of intermediate principles, but one cov¬ 
ering individual character formation and the other inquiring “into the 
laws of succession and coexistence of the great facts constituting the 
state of society and civilization at any time.” Yet the distinction is un¬ 
stable in Mill. Ethology proves the more general of the two and serves 
as the basis of the social science. Mill and Mannheim meet on the com- 
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mon ground of a social psychology that gives, in Mill’s words, “a scien¬ 
tific character to the study of politics.” Mannheim’s convictions are fore¬ 
shadowed by the criticisms, aspirations, and central metaphor in Mill’s 
statement: 

Students in politics thus attempted to study the pathology and therapeutics of the 
social body before they had laid the necessary foundations for its physiology; to 
cure disease without understanding the laws of health... A large proportion of 
those who have laid claim to the character of philosophic politicians have at¬ 
tempted... to frame universal precepts...a pretension well meriting the ridicule 
with which it is treated by practitioners, and wholly unsupported by the art to which 
from the nature of its subject, that of politics must be the most nearly allied. No one 
now supposes that it is possible that one remedy can cure all diseases, or even the 
same disease in all constitutions and habits of body. (Mill 1881: 606-7) 

Mill’s political economy lays claim to be a social-scientific system 
possessing general validity and grounding universal precepts, thus 
epitomizing the conception attacked by Lowe and Mannheim in the 
1934 Dutch workshops indebted to their Frankfurt Liberalism semi¬ 
nar. But the contrast can be exaggerated. Mill makes it clear that the 
underlying theory of motives for enrichment and labor holds only un¬ 
der specific limiting conditions. Drastic variations in these conditions 
require major adjustments in the theory and thus in the political 
economy grounded on it; and specifiable emergency states of the so¬ 
cial organism as a whole render the theory of the economic organ be¬ 
side the point. When Mannheim and Lowe claim that society has entered 
a new age in which such an emergency is the norm, they are making a 
substantive claim Mill never considered, but it is a claim that would 
not have been methodologically incomprehensible to him. 5 A deeper 
difference between Mannheim and Mill arises from Mill’s method¬ 
ological individualism, according to which all social phenomena must 
ultimately be traceable to principles of individual psychology, how¬ 
ever compounded those principles are by ethological and sociological 
axiomata media. Mannheim, in contrast, upholds the methodological 
collectivism of Marx and Durkheim. Sociological relations are ana¬ 
lytically irreducible realities. This difference too is less material in 
theoretical practice than in the respective programs. The logic of the 
social sciences is complicated for Mill by his fascination with the work 
of the Saint-Simonians, and especially with August Comte. While he 
continued to insist on the logical priority of the universal science of 
human nature, he conceded to Comte that the laws of social statics and 
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dynamics could be uncovered only by refining the “empirical laws” 
derived from comparative and historical study. In matters of such com¬ 
plexity, the normal order of investigation must be inverted: the univer- 
Ml and individualistic principles of psychology in effect serve only to 
validate generalizations formulated in terms of the holistic concepts 
of observed experience. Mill’s methodological proposals are closer to 
Mannheim’s practice than are his philosophical principles of logic. 
Mannheim’s interest in Mill’s conception of social science is clearly 

more methodological than philosophical. But the affinities are real and 
consequential. 

This conclusion is challenged by another difficulty uncovered by the 
comparison between Mill and Mannheim. The concept of intermediate 
principles is contested between Mill and Comte, and Mannheim conflates 
the two senses. The suspicion that Mannheim may be using Mill as a 
surrogate for Comte profoundly affects the political interpretation of 
Mannheim s project as oriented to constitutive problems of liberalism. 
The issue must be explored. Mill and Mannnheim both seek to under- 
stand the constitution and transformation of “the spirit of the age,” as 
the young Mill called it; and both think such understanding vital to po¬ 
litical diagnosis and therapy. Both classify the understanding ofhistori- 
cal tendencies as knowledge of intermediate principles. And in practice 
they also agree in stating these principles as propositions about a so¬ 
cially constituted human nature. Mannheim, however, is far from clear 
about his reasons for designating these principles as intermediate. Usu- 
ally he characterizes them not as corollaries of a basic science in Mill’s 
sense but as products of interdisciplinary study, generated by inquiry 
into a complex of problems from the perspective of planning, the most 
comprehensive practice. But Mannheim’s account comes close to the 
use of “intermediate principles” Mill ascribes to Comte, when he moves 
from the logic of science to the logic of art. 

Mill distinguishes, as Mannheim does more perfunctorily, between 
art and science. Art adds an “original major premise, which asserts that 
the attainment of a given end is desirable” (Mill 1881: 654) to scientific 
conclusions appropriate to its aims. When combined with this premise, 
the findings of the science in question become reasons that justify pre¬ 
cepts; the mood changes from indicative to imperative. Despite the inti- 
mate connection between art and science, the two differ markedly in 
method (in the old sense of mode of presentation): 
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Art in general consists of the truths of science, arranged in the most convenient 
order for practice, instead of the order which is most convenient for thought.. .Art, 
though it must assume the same general laws (as science), follows them only into 
such of their detailed consequences as have led to the formation of rules of con¬ 
duct; and brings together from parts of the field of science most remote from one 
another, the truths, relating to the production of the different and heterogeneous 
conditions necessary to each effect which the exigencies of practical life require to 
be produced. Science, therefore, following one cause to its various effects, while 
art traces one effect to its multiplied and diversified causes and conditions, there is 
need of a set of intermediate scientific truths, derived from the higher generalities 
of science, and destined to serve as the generalia or first principles of the various 
arts. (Mill 1881: 656) 

Mill remarks that Comte had called these “intermediate principles” and 
had set their attainment as the highest objective of science, to be achieved 
only in the future. Mill too looks forward to laying out “the general 
scientific theory of the art, from which its practical methods will follow 
as corollaries” (Mill 1881: 656), especially in education and politics. 

Mannheim’s conception of principia media combines—or, perhaps, 
confuses—elements of Mill’s two uses, yielding claims about a sci¬ 
ence of concrete tendencies that will function as a general scientific 
theory of the art of politics. Alternatively, Mannheim might simply be 
classed with Comte, as in seminal works by Mannheim’s fellow-refu¬ 
gees and contemporaries at the London School of Economics, Friedrich 
Hayek ([1941] 1952) and Karl Popper [1944] 1951. Much in 
Mannheim’s planning writings approaches a Comtean scheme of a 
naturalistic developmental theory as grounds for scientific social policy 
and political judgment. Yet Mannheim had deep reasons for avoiding 
Comte’s closed and powerful system, resistance to which had initiated 
his intellectual career. The dilemmas and the drama of Mannheim s 
work are missed if the positivist admixture is taken for the basic de¬ 
sign. Liberal themes of freedom, development of personality, and re¬ 
sponsible choice are not propagandistic coating, even if they are not 
successfully integrated into the analysis of “planning for freedom. 
When examined in the context of constitutive liberal dilemmas, 
Mannheim’s encounter with Mill’s Logic points to nonscientistic ele¬ 
ments in his conception of planned thinking. Mannheim has not wholly 
abandoned his practice of negotiated mediations. 

Mannheim’s distance from Comte is evident in his method. To ac¬ 
count for knowledge of principia media , Mannheim retains from his 
earlier thinking the idea that the model for adequate practical under- 
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s..ual,o„,” as the common-sense expression puts l (CnSm m0:236) * 

Mannheim’s invocation of science in this text does not convey the 
sense present m Ideology and Utopia, that the concept “science” gains 
new meaning when applied in the political domain because political 
knowledge is unique m structure, ontological base, and function But 
the correlative emphasis on “situation” distances Mannheim from posi- 
lvism. He retains a link between political knowledge and responsible 
ational acts of judgment. In principle, at least, the importance Mannheim 
assigns ,0 “everyday life” and “common-sense knowledge” “fid 
promises an egalitarian possibility, beyond the cleavage between eHm 
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by a philosophy of history, which draws its vision of the course of his¬ 
tory from the particular aims of certain groups” (Mannheim 1940:17 ). 

This implicit renewed critique of Marxism does not mean that 
Mannheim has solved the puzzle whose dialectical treatment by Lukacs 
he once admired. When interrelating principia media and generalizing 
sciences, he draws on the work of his Marxist student, the refugee labor 
lawyer, Franz L. Neumann. He credits Neumann, along with other ju¬ 
rists writing in the late Weimar years, with having shown that the juristic 
model Max Weber considers integral to capitalist rationalization ob¬ 
tains only for the liberal-competitive phase of capitalism.” Surprisingly, 
Mannheim argues that Neumann’s thesis illustrates the superimposition 
of principia media knowledge over a universal scientific theory which 
nevertheless retains its general validity. Mannheim treats the limits of 
formal rationality in law as a specification of the limiting conditions 
under which a universally valid theoretical generalization holds, and 
not, as Mill suggests in his treatment of similar themes m Representa¬ 
tive Government , using Neumann’s counter-examples as evidence that 
the theory Weber (allegedly) presents as universal is m fact merely an 
empirical theory, generalized from immediate and limited experience. 
Mannheim leaves his conception of universal scientific theory opaque. 

Mannheim’s treatment of Neumann on law would have been clearer 
if he had construed Weber’s theory of formal rationality as a universal 
solution to the constitutive problems of law in society, in ana ogy to is 
collaborator Lowe’s reconciliation between classical economic theory 
and the intermediate principles specifying the social historical condi¬ 
tions under which the universal economic relations appear. Lowe ar¬ 
gued that the valid economic laws are empirically predictive only under 
conditions of an individualist liberal society. Economic analysis must 
work out, on the other hand, rigorous special theories corresponding to 
the intermediate principles regulating the contemporary social world, as 
those principles are supplied by the sociologist (Lowe 19 . )• 

Mannheim means anything comparable by his treatment of Weber s e- 
gal theory, he is granting liberal claims that the liberal legal order corre¬ 
sponds to scientific norms, as Lowe does for the economic system. But 

Mannheim’s position remains in fact unresolved. 

With his defense of universal theories against historicist challenges, 
Mannheim wanted to revise his earlier criticisms of Weberian “general 
sociology ” but he had not finished rethinking the relations among the 
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three types of sociology he distinguished. He remained constant in his 
determination to interpret “situations” as configurations pregnant with 
alternative historical possibilities, but he sought to enhance the legiti¬ 
macy of his diagnostic interpretations by construing them also as com¬ 
posites of findings grounded in scientific disciplines. Equally clear is 
Mannheim s growing command of the sociological literature and his 
interest in utilizing the professional literature, while avoiding philosophi- 
cal }y grounded complications. This attitude has less in common with 
Mill than it has with Mill’s predecessors in the Scottish School of Com¬ 
mon Sense (Kettler 1967; Davie 1991: 105). 

And quite in the tradition of that school, it is Mannheim’s concern 
with achieving changes in the way people understand and act in public 
contexts that gives direction to his multiple readings of the situation of 
his time. Underlying his reassessment of Enlightenment is a new em¬ 
phasis on the demoralizing and brutalizing effects of disorientation and 
a corollary conception of the ethical regeneration to be achieved by fos¬ 
tering a conviction that knowledge of the way things are and where they 
are tending is possible and can be made effective in everyday life. This 
requires more than a transmission of information. It requires cultivation 
of the appropriate state of mind. Mannheim’s thesis and his written and 
oral presentations on planning are both conditioned by the rhetorical 
tasks of creating his audience and giving its members the incentive to 
listen and the ability to hear. Structurally, his experiments in theory keep 
returning to the humanistic, Ciceronian designs Mannheim hoped to re¬ 
store in modem life. The ideal of humanistic cultivation does not disap¬ 
pear from Mannheim’s conception of Enlightenment when he turns to 
sociology. It assumes a new guise. 6 

Mannheim is therefore caught in a modem version of the ancient vi¬ 
cious circle. If the need for planning arises out of the breakdown of the 
personality type capable of substantive rationality—responsible judg¬ 
ment grounded on balanced reading of the situation—the case for plan¬ 
ning requires an audience of just this type. Only the already enlightened, 
it follows, can be enlightened. Moreover, the personality required must 
have a public identity, responsibility, and role, since planning compre¬ 
hends social relations and institutions and not the conduct of personal 
life alone. Older theorists have developed several strategies for escap¬ 
ing the circle. An attempt may be made to recall members of the audi¬ 
ence to a deeper level of their “nature”; or it may be argued that the 
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progress of “history” will bring the appropriate personality structure into 
being. It is also possible to rely on an analytical move radically distin¬ 
guishing the logic of inquiry into the rational order of things from the 
logic of inquiry into practical choice. But Mannheim challenged such 
theories all of his life. He was drawn instead to theories of “dialectical” 
transformation of “consciousness” that incorporate and transcend theo¬ 
ries of natural order, historical progress, or logical pluralism. Much of 
Mannheim’s work in Germany is informed by experimentation with such 
theories. Now this strategy too has come under pressure by events, as 
Mannheim understands them. He does not claim to have solved the di¬ 
lemma about the interdependence of knowledge and moral development, 
that had already troubled Mill. Mannheim undertakes to manage the 
problem by appealing to the urgency of the crisis. 

Three Dimensions of Crisis 

Adapted from the language of astrology and medicine, the concept of 
“crisis” becomes influential in the social-diagnostic literature of the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Mannheim’s recourse to the topos 
derives from Marxist usage. Seen from this historical perspective, what 
are ordinarily called “economic” crises, and particularly the culminating 
“universal” crisis, spell the doom of the social system afflicted by them, 
but by no means the death of the social organism. The accumulation of 
crises disrupts established patterns and uses of power, disturbing institu¬ 
tionalized order. Crises engender revolutionary class consciousness, and 
the final, decisive, universal crisis provides the occasion for the ultimate 
revolution that will forever purge social life of the affliction attended by 
crises. Crisis, as it mounts, renders the old constraining grammar of action 
without effect and facilitates revolutionary renewal. Confusion has a cre¬ 
ative side. The disturbances that symptomize the crisis prove themselves 
indispensible for recovery—as the high fever during the crisis of a disease 
was thought to “bum out” the disorder. In this Marxist usage, then, crises 
are understood as harbingers of a new order, radically different from the 
crisis-ridden one, but they gain this character only when the diagnosis is 
received as a call to action by forces at once products of the process in 
crisis and independent of it. 

To diagnose a situation as a crisis in this sense conveys a set of mean¬ 
ings: the notion that individual crises prefigure, entail, or symptomize 
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crises in the system as a whole; the idea that crisis threatens catastrophe 
but also promises salvation; the indication that fulifilment of the prom ¬ 
ise requires something like death and transfiguration; and the proposi¬ 
tion that the crisis must be met by vigorous response. As in all uses of 
the term, crisis here obviates questions about political choices or “value 
judgments.” The decision of what to work or hope for is implicit in the 
acceptance of the diagnosis, although there may be disagreements about 
methods. Whether in an illness, a political venture, an economic pro ¬ 
cess, or the transformation of society, crisis demands immediate, com ¬ 
plete, and unambiguous response. 

Diagnoses of crisis are a recurrent feature of Mannheim’s cultural 
and sociological writings, and elements taken from the Marxist con ¬ 
ception, stripped of economic and revolutionary emphases, occur in 
his earliest work. But the concept first becomes central in Ideologic 
und Utopie, where the project is defined by the claim that political 
ideology is in crisis. Mannheim argues that the spread among all groups 
and parties of the insight that all political knowledge is relative to so ¬ 
cial location—its character as a congeries of particularistic ideologies— 
and the disorienting effect of that insight for all groups and parties—as 
their doctrines are exposed and self-doubt is added to mistrust of all 
others—creates a crisis that breeds violence and passivity in place of 
practical political action. But when the knowledge initiated by insight 
into ideology is taken up by increasingly self-conscious intellectuals, 
it becomes sociology of knowledge and fosters a science of politics. 
The sobering effects of the crisis-process itself prepare the groups and 
parties to renew their dialectical political contestations at a higher level, 
informed by a reading of the situation provided by the new science. In 
Ideologic und Utopie, Mannheim adopts a military term to epitomize 
the linkage between his concepts of “situation” and “crisis.” The ulti¬ 
mate objective of the sociology of knowledge as organon for a science 
of politics, he says, is to provide a “situation-briefing” on the crisis 
(Mannheim [1929] 1952:93). 

To see the crisis as situation is to specify its historical place and to 
recognize its constructive powers. One month before Hitler came to 
power, Mannheim published a short newspaper article on “The Spiritual 
Crisis in the Light of Sociology” (Mannheim 1932b). In it, he rejects the 
“incorrect attitude” of those who interpret the crisis as a purely mental 
phenomenon and find in it nothing but the “destruction of values.” Cri- 
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ses in personal and social life “should not be put under a magic ban or 
suppressed,” he writes. The vital forces they generate must be grasped. 
It is first necessary to recognize that crises are not a product of thoughts 
alone but of disorienting changes in people’s lives. A survey organized 
by Mannheim has found that only respondents who report a change in 
circumstances find themselves in crisis. Vital spiritual processes, he 
maintains, are decisively influenced by “our attitude...towards them, 
towards the crisis in our immediate environment and in our society as a 
whole.” False attitudes bring about the “deformations” and “convul¬ 
sions” that threaten to become habitual and irremediable. Where an in¬ 
correct, excessively intellectualistic attitude sees only “decline,” 
Mannheim concludes, perhaps “a new human being” is painfully emerg¬ 
ing out of innumerable “petty, exhausting struggles.” 

The most striking feature of Mannheim’s thinking after the Nazi 
seizure of power is the reality and immediacy of “chaos”; and this 
changes the meaning of “crisis.” In a paper based on his 1933 talks in 
Holland, “The Crisis of Culture in the Age of Mass-Democracies and 
Autarchies,” Mannheim speaks repeatedly of the prospect of “cultural 
disintegration,” “destruction,” and even of “cultural decline” in the 
sense made notorious by Oswald Spengler (Mannheim 1934b). His 
later papers do not have such intensity of concern, but they also raise 
the possibility, unknown in the earlier writings, that the crisis will fuel 
regressive forces destructive of human civilization and culture. The 
situation may be resolved through oppressive and dehumanizing forms 
of totalitarianism. The “crisis” is now not so much a crisis of transfor¬ 
mation as a crisis of survival. 

This shift, by no means complete, brings Mannheim closer to a con¬ 
servative use of the term. Mannheim himself once flatly asserted that 
“the reaction usually plays on fears of chaos” in their social strategy 
(SP). From this perspective, the crisis is a disruption and threat, and the 
diagnosis of crisis is a warning addressed to authority and a call to re¬ 
store order. The disease metaphor points to infected parts to be surgi¬ 
cally removed. When Mannheim warns the “elite” against the rise of the 
“masses,” he comes close to such authoritarian themes. But his argu¬ 
ment is almost never purely of this kind: progressive and conservative 
connotations of crisis are compounded, while Mannheim experiments 
with one or the other emphasis. The insistence on crisis as a pervasive 
feature of the times is in any case all-embracing. 
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In Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction, Mannheim finds 
crisis in three dimensions. Each diagnosis depends on distinct principia 
media, and the situation in the “age of reconstruction” is a structured 
conjuncture of all three crises, its dynamics further complicated by the 
fact that some of the trends conducive to crisis counteract one another. 
Mannheim’s concept of planning is correspondingly multilayered and 
charged with tensions. 

There is first the crisis of personality manifested in the loss of sub¬ 
stantive rationality. In this dimension mass irrationality must first be 
countered by external manipulation based on behaviorist social psychol¬ 
ogy. Qualitative changes leading to a restoration of full personal respon¬ 
sibility are reserved for the exceptions still capable of benefiting from 
socioanalysis and socially positioned for action able to earn the recogni¬ 
tion that renders advances in consciousness more than ephemeral in¬ 
sights. Eventually, Mannheim hopes, organic therapeutic planning will 
everywhere supercede the mechanical. 

Substantive rationality and responsibility are undermined by instru¬ 
mental rationalization, organizational as well as technical. Among prod¬ 
ucts of this process are instruments of mental control, especially through 
mass communications, effectively wielded by irrational and irrespon¬ 
sible people. Those who want to reconstitute a responsible personality 
must overcome powerful opponents also called to their mission by the 
crisis. The planners, although they aspire to more elevating means, must 
fight these opponents for control of the baser, manipulative means of 
mental control, and they must themselves refine those means in their 
struggle for support by the masses. Mannheim is aware of the paradox. 
Replying respectfully to Oscar Jaszi’s disapproving review of Mensch 
und Gesellschaft, Mannheim pleads that he is making a final effort to 
turn the techniques increasingly controlling the world into instruments 
for salvaging as much as he can for the liberal values he and Jaszi share. 
But soon, he expects, he will join Jaszi in Stoic despair (Mannheim to 
Jaszi, November 8, 1936, CUL). 

“Who plans the planner?” Mannheim asks at the end of his presenta¬ 
tion of the planners tasks. His treatment of this question is revealing 
about his adaptation of the crisis model and evocative of the Christian 
audience he increasingly has in view. He classifies it as a “religious” 
problem, an expression of the fatalistic thought that our powers are fi¬ 
nite, and that events depend on forces that “are beyond our reach and 
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dominate us.” Without further comment, he turns to the “realistic and 
political sense” of the question, “that no one has planned the planners” 
and that, accordingly, “the planners can recruit themselves only from 

already existing groups Everything will... depend on which of these 

groups with their existing outlooks will produce the energy, the deci¬ 
siveness, and the capacity to master the vast social machinery of mod¬ 
em life.” His subsequent characterization of the groups is remarkably 
bare in social reference: “Is it to be those groups in which traces of 
primitiveness... operate without restraint or those which have, through 
gradual education, developed their rational and moral capacities so far 
that they can act not only for a limited group, but also for the whole of 
society, and bear the responsibility for it?” (Mannheim 1940:74-75). 
Although only “small minorities” today possess the latter qualities, “the 
masses always take the form which the creative minorities controlling 
societies choose to give them.” Unlike his theory of the crisis of ideol¬ 
ogy, which contains a sociological explanation for the intelligentsia called 
to overcome the impasse, Mannheim’s theory of the crisis of substan¬ 
tive rationality has no explanation for the “creative minority.” Mannheim 
concludes with an “open question” and an appeal to the reader to de¬ 
cide for himself.” The crisis of reason is met by an appeal to reason. 

While the conception of personality that informs the diagnosis of cri¬ 
sis in the first of the three overlapping and partly conflicting readings of 
the situation is expressly liberal in antecedents, the central theme of the 
second diagnosis is closer to a “progressive” conception of crisis. In the 
crisis attending the obsolescence of liberal social institutions, the forces 
irreversibly disrupting the liberal order are capable of constituting a new, 
higher order; and the crisis itself creates the conditions for bringing that 
reversal about. 

According to Mannheim, the distinguishing feature of liberal society 
is the predominance of “automatic” mechanisms for social integration. 
The equilibrium automatically reestablished by competition in the mar¬ 
ket is paradigmatic for similar processes of unplanned order in other 
social domains, like the balance of powers in internal and international 
relations, division of labor as a mode of uncoerced cooperation, a bal¬ 
ance between status and achievement as criteria for social advancement, 
and increasing satisfaction of social wants as a function of rising social 
productivity. The cumulative effect of these mechanisms, however, cre¬ 
ates concentrations of power, as well as novel means for participating in 
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th e processes, that render the mechanisms ineffective or even destruc¬ 
tive Viewed differently, these positions and aptitudes appear as implicit 
constituents of a new social order integrated by planninSougTthey 

“ iaU1 “ nC ‘ X>rdmated or blmd *y misdirected. The situation manifest! 
too much planning for the liberal order and not enough for the planed 

society, except where (as in England) some local situation has retarded 
or (as in Germany) forced the pace of development in symptomatic but 
inherently unsustainable ways. The capability and the function are al¬ 
ready present; their reality puts the social order in crisis; once this real 
ity is recognized and consciously acted on, the crisis will be transcended 
and a new order can be established. 

Because Mannheim’s conception does not envision revolutionary 
confltct and assigns decisive importance to scientific understanding Z7s 
crjsts of transmon has more in common with Comtean positi^m ' 


the . J ,. 6 u,al preoccupy Mannheim’s reflections on 

personality. Totalitarianism loses its unique meaning as a 
tineat, a warning to all modem societies. Instead, it appears asaserie! 
of localized events, national societies driven to crude planning experi- 

pemfcompTce: In ** di “"> Mannheim ap- 

thirdehara ? riZa ! i0n of ,he crisis ’ “ ^rast, is his most 
pessimistic. The crisis m culture threatens the life of the spirit, on which 

Mannheim had grounded his dialectical readings of crisis during the 
Weimar years. He had already warned, in 1932, that “democracy of Lel- 

chanee Zt m *° “ “ deI "° crac >' of feeli ngs”; "ow he speaks of the 
change from a democracy of the few’’ to “mass democracy ” Mass de 

mocratization destroys the social conditions requisite to the work of intel- 

indf u h rZ 'Zr PardiZeS *e ability to generate the knowledge 
and sensibility needed for cultural renovation. Although the practical co¬ 
ordination of social actors’ diverse wills is carried on by political and 

500131 and P0 ’ i,iCaI “Standing ultimately depend 

mats A ° , ! lelm ’ °" thepublic hiterpretations created by intellec- 
Is. A crisis in culture therefore ramifies beyond the cultural sphere in 

, < ' narrOW „ Sen ^ e ' Mannheim distinguishes four processes of “negative 

democracy or “negattve liberalism” rooted in the cultural sphere 

He maintains that the sheer multiplication of “elites,” in numbers and 
types, cumulatively weakens the leadership function of the elite. Instead 
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of some leading voices in each of the limited number of subsystems in 
the compartmentalized liberal society, the individual hears diffuse and 
unmanageably varied signals from many sources. Furthermore, elites 
are deprived of the distance and exclusiveness needed to give them time 
and space to work out fully developed conceptions. The tempo of de¬ 
mands and opportunities characteristic of liberal society undergoing 
negative democratization means that distinctive styles or authoritative 
models cannot be created. There are only passing fashions. Finally, ac¬ 
cording to Mannheim, the process of social selection has moved beyond 
the phase in which the democratic principle of achievement displaced 
the older principles of aristocratic breeding and wealth—a change that 
was unsettling but invigorating-and has entered a new phase marked 
bv blindly egalitarian principles like racism, a parody of the old aris o 
cratic principle of blood. This development threatens to destroy the very 
possibility of culture. Such an unwarranted extension of the struggle 
against privilege comes about when democratization reaches the hith¬ 
erto passive lower middle classes. The enfranchisement of the working 
class had escaped these consequences. The difference is that die lower 
middle class cannot comprehend the rational development of modem 
society and bitterly resents the harsh truths revealed by the cultural elites 
attuned to historical change. 

The makeup of the elite is also transformed by the expulsion of the 
. . a.. _force 


behmd the distinctively iuuucm ^umui . — r - 

renaissance of the Middle Ages. Mannheim gets no closer to an examina¬ 
tion of and-Semitism. Autochthonous elements have been a valuable coun¬ 
terbalance within the cultural elites, 7 but giving them monopoly control is 
socially regressive, allied to autarchic tendencies in other social spheres, 
and hostile to culture. Finally, Mannheim contends that the work of cul¬ 
tural elites requires stable cultivated publics to mediate between cultura 
creators and the general population. He finds, however, that such or¬ 
ganic” publics are dissolved by the fluidity of mass society and that cul¬ 
tural creators become dependent on their ability to agglomerate temporary 
audiences. This can be done only by creating sensations, or by otherwise 
appealing to a low common denominator. Mannheim brings this poult 
around to the crucial political domain, to account for the breakdown of the 
political competition on which his earlier comparatively hopeful progno¬ 
se. w crisis of ideology had depended. 
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In the political sphere: 

“ “ ate ^ 

constant electoral following and the Jiff ’ ° r e * ai ”P le > b y the more or less 

stage where de m oc ° eyZc!de"t P! S ““ P«*- the 

hitherto been non-voters and of the voi n moc racy, the role of those who have 
up its mind, beelef^ w >.ich }- « as yet made 

nite, political, intermediate groups The nartie« wV If . [th 1 'J, nio , re or less 
racy strive to attain some im^^ 'n,™ f P m *” 1,beral mass dem °a- 

yet unorganized masses andsfek bv iirmT’r Ve ? reasons > Awards these as 

these are^understooX StvchoK^'V* to _ e “°h°“I. irrational symbols, as 
tion. (Mannheim 1940:97-98) * ** ° mfluence ihem in the desired direc- 

c ra “e~ofrh at hiS ^ ° f * e Si,Uadon is n °‘ •nfldemo- 

by hernrlnchment If ^ ^ * ,he eXpenSe of the ™^s, 

fLv, ff h t f 311 lrres Ponsible power. He desider ate, som 

™ S of „ or i ganizat ton” that will achieve through planning what earlier 

socfaTnr P ^ °f CU ' tUre had achieved by tradition or spontaneous 
social process. He cites two anticipations of the new development oddly 

juxtaposed: the shift towards organized audiences associated wi h trade 
union-sponsored workers’ theater; and the strict organization of its fof 
lowing instituted by the totalitarian parties after thfir attraction of vol-' 

cr isi ^,ff f erentS dr0 . U8ht ,hem to P° wer - Yet Mannheim’s theory of the 
crisis itself gives little reason to expect such innovations. 

The three diagnoses of crises converge on the need for “plannine ” 
that is strategic mtervention in the situation based on a grasp of its stmc 
ured interconnections. The trend towards plannfng applrenMn 

irrationality m “ St ° vercome the tf ends towards catastrophic 

irrationality and the dissolution of culture In one sen<jf» • 

But t:, ins is destined /° “ l s 

evitable. But the planning may take a perverse form that merelv «i« 

^Z7ifT, 0f the 0,her two trends > while in ” d -«^ 

acter a^dit to M b 7 ” 8 ^ Totalitatian P^ing has this char- 
cter, accordmg to Mannheim. The question is how genuinely theranen 
tic planning can come about. genuinely tnerapeu- 

been suDDlemented^ s P° ntane °n s integrative social mechanisms had 

tics and^w Ar n h s elsron::;;;, 6 effeCtS 0f P-»—ry poli- 
J , . y on p° lltlcs as a science, Mannheim had 

fn whteh r n matlVe conce Pti°n of politics, as the practical domain 
in which novelties are created to address situations not amenable to 
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the rational analyses of liberalism or to the predictabilities of adminis¬ 
tration. Neither of these conceptions can explain how the crisis migh 

8 "planning is like politics in addressing “situations.” But far from treat¬ 
ing the similarity as a promise of dynamism m socretyMannheimgreets 
claiming as a transition to universal administration. Sounding like one 
of the bureaucratic conservative ideologists he classified (and ™P llclt 'y 
dismissed) in Ideology and Utopia, Mannheims asserts that such an ad¬ 
ministered world “emerges as soon as the social structure passes fro 
the stage of planning into a completely organized state, and as soon as 
all or most of the historical forces, which have arisen in die strugg e, 
have been brought under control through strategy (Mannheim 
1940:193). History itself appears as the enemy: 

It is also possible that at a later stage all that we now call histoty “““ly ‘he 
unforeseeable, fateful dominance of uncontolled social forces,'° tiU 
end As contrasted with administration, planning is thus a forni of conduct s 
“tX th e framework of histoiy. As we understand it, planning is fore- 

merely the product of conflict and competition. (Mannheim 1940.19 ) 

Mannheim’s ideal has become the universal pacification he had once 
derided as a liberal delusion and as the end of all human striving, an 
thus of human knowledge as well. It appears as an antiutopian u opia 
In a brief speculation, responding to the challenge from the rightist 
sociologist Hans Freyer, that there must be a political “will to planning 
somewhere if the intellectual conception is to have any effect Mannheim 
finds a revealing historical precedent of an end to conflictual P° lltlcs ln 
the early modem period in Europe. Is it not possible, he wonders, that 
“there should now emerge, following this great tide of urationaliMa, a 
new readiness to listen to reason,” as happened “after the Wars of Rel - 
gion” in the sixteenth century “when religious fanaticism and irrational¬ 
ity in general were in a certain sense transcended.” He concedes t a 
only small elites achieved statesmanlike insights and Machiavelli 
realpolitik in the earlier case, but he asks whether the masses, destined 
for disillusionment when their present experiences of communal ecstacy 
prove false, may not as a result collectively gain such political educa¬ 
tion “It should not be forgotten," he adds, “that the labor movement, 
which is typically rational in its attitude towards the socl ^ P r ° e ® SS ’ be ‘ 
gan as a machine-wrecking movement” (Mannheim 1940.198 99). 






But this echo of Marxist analysis, implausibly associated with a con 
cept of masses” expressly designed as an alternative to Marltx“”‘ 
attons about classes as coherent social actors, is little more than a vdsh 

no1it- y ? Se ’,- there 18 n ° thlng to Sl ‘g« est 'hat the “masses” can initiate 
pol ttcal action. At best, they may listen to reason as directed hv 

postpolitical planners. Mannheim sees no hope in the Marxist model of 
social transformation through class conflict. He denies that class! are 
the sole or even primary social actors under condition of mass societv 
and he rejects the thought that conflict can overcome the crisis In marked 
contrasttoh.searlier thought, competit.on and conflictZrmycht 
In Ideologic und Utopie, Mannheim’s conception of politics is not 
obsessed by fear of social disintegration. There, without fahh in Marxist 
lsions of revolution, he nevertheless emphasizes the value of class con- 
lct. He denies that “progressive” political and social development in 
volve, as romantic critics of liberal progressive had coZded a' 
mechanical rationalization of the world, abstracted from the deeper 
authenticities of prerational human experience and hostile to emotion 

sZh!rS’ birth> r crea,ivi,y - He ca,is f ° r a 

synthesis, but he sees these rising from the Realdialektik of political 

confl ct once politics regains spiritual balance through mediation bv 
sociologically aware intellectuals. 8 mediation by 

Mannheim’s diagnosis of a triple crisis in mass society as it appear to 
lm m exile vitiates his earlier solution of his central political problem 
Spirit, social knowledge, and politics do not work-or no longef work ’ 
as he expected. Theory and practice do not mesh. Mannheim had fed^ 

' S commitment 'o the approach he expounded in his essay on politics 
as a science, as we have seen, and he had cultivated altemativTconcen 

entedmT m thelr speculative sweep and more narrowly ori- 

ented to the academic discipline of sociology In the mid 1 enno u a 

scope as his earlier philosophy of history. 8 

Planning is a concept that interrelates theory and practice and i. 

plfedlfence” AsT 3 ^ 6 technological conceptions of ap- 

p d science. As a comprehensive understanding of “situations ” this 

talking ha S an inherent practical capacity, in M^heim”’ ^ 

the knowledge of principia media approximating to the science of th* 

political art of which Mill and Comte had spoke! But the Ael of 

planning as a way of thinking fails to explain how theory can turn into 
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practice, how planning can become a way of governing. It is too para¬ 
doxical to count on “enlightenment” in any simple sense, when the 
theoretical explanation for the necessity of change depends so heavily 
on the experience of mounting irrationality. Mannheim works with 
analogy of psychotherapy to explain a knowledge with inherent tran 
formative effects, and he repeatedly invokes the parallel of Soc a 
questioning, the paradigm of another sort of therapy for another sort 
of soul. But all these approaches leave unanswered the questions who 
plans the planners, who legitimates and installs them as planners? The 
diagnosis of crisis is not so much meant to answer these questions as it 

is to avoid them being asked. , . . 

Mannheim puts his case frankly, in an essay written just before the war. 

be easy to obtain public recognition of a single purpose and an ultimate value. Ihe 

can be instantly solved in practice. The philosophical dilemma is considerably sim 
plified by the fact that our whole society finds itself in an almost military state o 
emergency. (Mannheim 1940:346-47) 

Mannheim speaks of the “plane” as “theoretical” and the ‘‘dilemma” as 
“philosophical,” like the theoretical inconsistencies between the 
premisses underlying behavioral and psychoanalytical approaches he 
sought to bypass by the pragmatic injunction to get on with the practic 
work But the cases are dissimilar. Here the question is inescapa y p - 
litical as well, since Mannheim's “relativism of values" refers to con¬ 
flicts among social actors with incompatible demands, not, as m the 
earlier case, to problems of philosophical method. 

Mannheim is well aware that such agreement on common purposes 
does not in fact exist. The diagnosis of crisis must rhetorically forge the 
unity presupposed by the thesis of the planned society. The crisis takes 
the place of revolution in the Marxist approach, objectively as well as 
subjectively. In its supposed historical reality, it breaks the social resis¬ 
tance to change, and once recognized, it constitutes the actors-the cre¬ 
ative minority”—to bring the change about. The planners, in sho , 
comprise the persons conversant with the crisis. Agreement on the diag- 
„„cic nf crisis implies agreement on what is necessary, agreement tha 
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SSSrfta iS 400 8re /' f ° r the 1UXUty ° f di *>S~t. Crisis sets the 
pt ormes of inquiry and the standards for action. It mobilizes the key 

actors and legitimizes their counsel. If the creation of a synthesis to 
orient the politics envisioned in Ideologic und Vtopie requires an intel 
hgentsia to serve as prophetic watchmen, the realizatio' of p nnS 
depends on a self-fulfilling prophecy. Panning 

Problems of History 

As Mannheim moved away from historicism, he increasingly objec- 

^rrr^ crisis - His semina, essay ° n the of 

f 8 * e leveI °f planning,” * principia media, " and the “problem 
of transforming man” opens with the proposition that “man” has “taken 
a new step forward, when he can live his own history in the spirit of 

r v r;r d Ct f ate OUt ° f the emer S em of the social process 
^ knowledge and will to shape history itself” (Mannheim 1940-147) 

This new relationship between human actors and the events of their past 
and present experience is expounded first through a contrast withdie 

thT“dac ’d T eX . em f f i ed “ the ° lder epic form of historiography” 
*at placed the individual man and individual events in the foreground” 

The sociological view,” m contrast, “sees history as a field of experi¬ 
ment and reform.” Corresponding to this view is a new mode of “self- 

tr m T ,° CUmemed in autob i°8 ra Phics. Mannheim contends that 
t ™° de ™ observer ...is concerned” with himself mainly insofar as 

universafo^rn k , n ° f Wledge of the od S ins °f his psychological defects as a 
universal remedy for society as a whole.” “This form of self-analysis ” 

e maintains, has a leveling tendency and disregards individual differ¬ 
ences because it is concerned with the general aspects of the human 
personality and its capacity for transformation.” Mannheim cites as para- 
lgm the experimental” life of Saint-Simon, perhaps a model for J S 
Mill s autobiography (Mannheim 1940:148) 8 

In his introduction to Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction 
Mannheim drives home the contrast between “epic” and “sociological” 
readings of self and history. He distinguishes between the “function” of 
his book in its original German and in the revised English version- in 
German, it was “an attempt at self-enlightenment, mad! for the benefit 
of those who have actually lived through these experiences” and who 
consequently see “the collapse of liberalism and democracy and the alp- 
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tion of a totalitarian system” as political developments that entail ‘ a 
change in the very structure of modem society.” Now the book must 
communicate with a readership “which has only hearsay knowledge of 
such changes and is still wrapped in an illusion of traditional stability. 
Such readers are inclined to localize the crisis, to see it as part o t e 
aftermath of the Great War and as similar to the many instances m his¬ 
tory when dictatorships have been established “as temporary solutions 
in an emergency.” But if they are to take steps to avoid “the negative 
aspects of the process” that “were often only bewildered attempts to 
deal with the concrete difficulties in which these countries were sud¬ 
denly involved,” they must recognize that what is happening in the “dan¬ 
ger zone” or the “crisis zone” is a “phase of disintegration whose 
symptoms are only postponed in the “countries which still enjoy com¬ 
parative peace.” Timing and intensity belong to history; the process in¬ 
heres in the structure (Mannheim 1940:3-6). To comprehend the process, 
it is necessary to move out of historical space and time defmed by sub¬ 
jective experience, and to live in the crisis, in the world of social struc¬ 
tures in dissolution and reconstruction, and in the objective temporality 

of phases, transitions, and ages. 

Mannheim is aware of the perplexing nature of the interplay ol dis¬ 
embodied yet anthropomorphized “forces” and acting “men.” He writes: 

Processes are at work...which can only find fulfillment in a new form of plan¬ 
ning. As long as the social forces are left to themselves, conflict breaks out just 
when they are on the point of reaching a solution. But it is due to human in 
equacy, and not merely to the social forces themselves, that men fail at the eleventh 
hour to build these latent tendencies into a workable system. At a certain stage 
development it is not enough to leave external trends to themselves; we need a new 
type of man who can see the right thing to do, and new political groups which w 
do it . [Today] there are indications that if the groups engaged in politics still 
refuse to look beyond their own immediate interests, society will be doomed At 
thepresent stage of events we need a new kind of Wight, a new techniquefor 
managing conflicts, together with a psychology, morality and plan of action in 
many 8 ways completely different from those which have obtained in the past.Itis 
onlyby remaking man himself that the reconstruction of society is possible. 
(Mannheim 1940:14-15) 

Since Mannheim also argues that “remaking man” requires the insight 
and actions of a “new type of man,” the problem appears insoluble. 

As so often, Mannheim turns to sincere and disarming personal state¬ 
ment. “The writer feels it is better to confess,” he says, “that he is only 

groping his way.” 
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A time will probably come when it will be easy to describe the events in our own 
lives or in the life of the community, not in narrative form, but in a series of socio ¬ 
logical problems and conflicts. To try to translate them into these terms today is 

like exploring a new country_This incompleteness...has influenced the form 

of this book. It is a series of essays_[H]ere and there contradictory statements 

have not been reconciled where they seem to express the genuine predicament of 
our thought.... [If] there is to be a science of politics and of society there must be 
no obligation to find a definite solution before the time is ripe. (Mannheim 
1940:32-33) 

Mannheim’s apology follows an excuse for the speculative charac¬ 
ter of his inquiry, which he expects to be criticized by the learned 
community. He insists that theoretical models are essential in the so¬ 
cial sciences and criticizes the emphasis on measurement and the ac¬ 
cumulation of facts. “[Tjhe established sciences unconsciously try to 
belittle the newcomer,” he observes. “[E]very branch of science is 
expert...at creating inhibitions and defense mechanisms which bar 
the way to a complete and adequate knowledge of society” (Mannheim 
1940:27-28). 

The structural discontinuities in Mannheim’s work in emigra¬ 
tion are not limited to those engendered by the abrupt and shocking 
turn in German political life, rendering the historical calculation of 
contesting forces and the projection of a “next step” irrelevant. Nor 
are they only a question of the disorienting break in cultural life, as 
the shared cultivation and Weimar spiritual community proved 
ephemeral, and fellow intellectuals and academic colleagues en¬ 
thusiastically fell in with the marching ranks. Mannheim also suf¬ 
fered from the requirement of communicating his thoughts in an 
alien language to people he considered closed to the mode of knowl¬ 
edge he had to offer. In time, he came to pride himself on his suc¬ 
cess as mediator between cultural traditions and on his acceptance 
by the community of English scholars and gentlemen, but his method 
was profoundly affected by the effort at adjustment. While attempt¬ 
ing to break through all historical particularism of speaker and au¬ 
dience to a shared condition as social function in a specifiable state 
of the social system (that is, a crisis), Mannheim also attempted to 
establish living contact with an English audience in a shared his¬ 
torical setting (that is, the Nazi threat). His works are conditioned 
by these contradictory responses to the problem of historicity and 
theory. 
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Mannheim and British Social Science: Translation Problems 

Mannheim’s sensitivity to inner connections between cultural varia¬ 
tions and the modes of theoretical discourse appropriate to social theory 
is already evident in 1917 in his review of Freiheit und Form by Ernst 
Cassirer. Despite skepticism about some of Cassirer’s claims, Mannheim 
agrees that the link between “national character” and “intellectual mis¬ 
sion” will manifest itself more precisely in the forms than in the con¬ 
tents of intellectual productions. “We come closer to the solution [of this 
problem] through style analyses in art and literary history and by exam¬ 
ining the distinctive dialectics, the capacity for systems construction, 
and the incidence of thought patterns in cognitive acts,” he writes 
(Mannheim 1917: 409). 

Questions about varieties of knowing and about the ways new knowl¬ 
edge depends on authentic grounding in contexts of existing knowledge, 
on coparticipation in social projects of knowing, are the stuff of much of 
his subsequent work. Sometimes those contexts are conceived as “sys¬ 
tematizations,” related to, though not identical with, disciplinary frames 
of reference, and sometimes they appear as various sociohistorical enti¬ 
ties—experiential communities, social classes, generations, groups bound 
to a location in the social and historical process. In his ambitious method¬ 
ological treatise of the mid-1920s, “A sociological theory of culture and 
its knowability,” Mannheim ([1922-24] 1982:144-288) had distinguished 
between abstract and technical knowledge that is universally communi¬ 
cable, translated from language to language and place to place, and the 
interpretive identity-defining and action-constituting knowledge rooted 
in mutual connectedness and contagion. But the model provides for inter- 
communal synthesis, mediated by special strata, open to diverse currents 
and able to initiate interactions; and Mannheim’s subsequent move to¬ 
wards sociology of knowledge further distances him from the conserva¬ 
tive limitation of authentic meanings to “communities,” as distinct from 
“societies.” But there is never any doubt that social knowledge has a deep 
rhetorical dimension, and that its validity depends on the resonances and 
associations it generates in those addressed. Mannheim’s position in his 
German work is carefully developed with sympathetic reference to the 
present state of the intellectual domain, presenting itself as a reflection on 
what is going on, a “following after” and experimental extrapolation, and 
ultimately as an offer in a continuing negotiation. 
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When in 1930 he sent Ideologic und Utopie to the American sociolo¬ 
gist, Louis Wirth, who had requested the book during a short visit with 
Mannheim and eventually oversaw its English translation, Mannheim 


nee 1 have experienced in my own case and in that of others how difficult it is for 
a mere examination to do full justice to an investigation which emerges in a differ¬ 
ent setting, I would ask you, in the spirit of our conversation, not to take a final 
S 011 T ° Ur S ° Clologlcal efforts until y°« have a chance of living with us for a 
S , e J in , 8 h °^J e p ° se sclentific problems in the immediate problem con¬ 
text of our life here. (Mannheim to Wirth, November 17, 1930, LWP/7-11) 


For a short time and on rare occasions after his arrival in Germany in 
1919, Mannheim had spoken of himself as a Hungarian exile, using his 
observations of Germany to clarify his own sense of national identity 
but the self-classification as exile was never more than one of his brief 
experiments, altogether replaced—as far as his public and literary per¬ 
sonae are concemed-by complete identification with German cultural 
Me. In England, however, he presented himself as the refugee, the out- 
stder seeking a haven and bringing in return the wisdom earned by his 
sufferings. This mode mixed oddly with the presentation of himself as 
the sociologist who commands by profession a knowledge transcending 
the surface particularity of historical events. Yet it is the mixture of these 
two modes that shapes both manner and matter of his English work 
In Germany, he was satisfied that he could show that the sociology he 
represented grew out of and entered into the spirit of intellectual and 
political life. His work on conservative thought had that as one of its 
major theses, and his vigorous defense of the sociology of knowledge 
against charges of “sociologism,” as enunciated, for example, by the 
influential German Romanist, Ernst Robert Curtius, was precisely its 
continuity with the philosophical tradition of the German classics (Curtius 
[1929] 1990). His contrasting expectations in England are captured in a 
letter to Wirth, July 26 ,1933 (LWP/7:11), announcing his acceptance of 
a temporary post at the London School of Economics. 

Mannheim explains his reasons for not awaiting the outcome of his 
discussions with representatives of the “University in Exile,” to be asso¬ 
ciated with the New School of Social Research in New York before 
accepting the opportunity offered in London: 9 


What was morally and psychologically decisive for me was [Harold] Laski’s state¬ 
ment that it would be my task, in collaboration with [Morris] Ginsberg and him- 
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self, finally and truly to establish sociology in England. It really is inconceivable 
that, in a time that can move forward only on the basis of sociological knowledge, 
a world power like England still rejects this study. You will understand that one 
would rather go where one has the feeling or the illusion of being needed, and that 
one is not called simply out of pity for one’s troubles. 

He fears that Laski is too optimistic. The chances for success are slight. 
“To me England seems too self-assured a country,” he writes, “and the 
intellectuals too little unsettled, to question their academic philosophi¬ 
cal, historical, and aesthetic conventions and to see that life is urgently 
forcing us to confront novel questions.” 

Mannheim writes Wirth that while an immediate move to the United 
States might enable him to resume his interrupted work, he feels obliged 
to stay in England for a while. He speaks of a “task I consider a mis¬ 
sion: to study, together with younger scholars, the forces that have 
already ruined Germany and that will destroy the entire world, if we 
do not rise to them.” But that these efforts will be received as contri¬ 
butions to social science is doubtful, he concludes, because the En¬ 
glish academic atmosphere is thick with smugness and very few 
recognize that only immeasurable effort can preserve the cultured world 
from destruction. 

Before Mannheim arrived in England he had initiated a strategy to 
regain a measure of independent standing. 10 He had asked the Rockefeller 
Foundation to finance a research project that would put him at the head 
of a team of prominent exiled social scientists, assisted by his best Frank¬ 
furt students. Mannheim requested $50,000 to fund an interdisciplinary 
collaborative study of “The Sociological Causes of the Cultural Crisis 
in the Era of Mass-Democracies and Autarchies” (RF/RG 1.1/401 S/73/ 
969). Two comparisons indicate the audacious scale of Mannheim s re¬ 
quest. In November 1933, John Van Sickle of the Paris office of the 
Rockefeller Foundation recommended a three-year grant of $10,000 to 
permit Alfred Weber and Arnold Bergstrasser to complete extensive re¬ 
search begun at the Heidelberg Institut fur Sozial-und Staats- 
wissenschaften in 1928 with a Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial 
grant. Fifteen or more monographs would be supported (RF/LSRM III/ 
6/54). The Rockefeller Foundation considered an award of $100,000 to 
the London School of Economics in 1938, to help the new director, Carr- 
Saunders, initiate changes they strongly endorsed (RF/1.1/401/71/945). 
Mannheim sought a formidable, institution-building, amount of money. 
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The urgent occasion for study, he writes to the Rockefeller Founda- 
ion, is the conjunction between an “era of the most highly perfected 
technica 1 rationalization and planning” and social-political forces that 
will, if unchecked, “lead to the dissolution of all forms of culture and a 
universal reversion to barbarism.” His “sociological investigation into 
the social conditions for the growth and existence of ‘culture’” is de¬ 
signed to uncover “the clue to the remedial measures needed” to direct 
the unavertable shift to the planning of culture not “according to the 
preconceived patterns of the various political groups” but according to 
knowledge capable of halting the abandonment of the “common Chris¬ 
tian-humanitarian basis of Western society.” The central analytical fig¬ 
ures are the distinctions between unplanned and planned sectors of society 
and the correlate conceptions of elite and mass; and Mannheim’s lead¬ 
ing idea, as in his subsequent published writings, is that developments 
in the unplanned sector have led to destructive changes in function of 
liberal nonmtervention, undermining the structured reproduction of cul¬ 
tural elites and their publics in favor of a vicious symbiosis of leaders 
and masses. What emerges perhaps more clearly here than in some of 
Mannheim s later writings is that his distinctive contribution to the wide¬ 
spread confident advocacy of planning was intended to be the planned 
reconstitution of an intellectual elite dedicated to high culture, albeit 
emocratm m recruitment. This engagement with the central problem in 
John Stuart Mill’s On Liberty , subjecting Mill’s response to new tests of 
ime and place, helps explain Mannheim’s subsequent relations with 
contmuators of the culturally conservative strand in English liberalism. 
The research aims to integrate historical, comparative, and empirical 
studies of social mechanisms of elite (de)formation, with the sociologist 
functioning as coordinator of an interdisciplinary team. 

The proposal was discussed several times with Rockefeller Founda¬ 
tion officers m Paris and submitted in several drafts. The version pre¬ 
served in the Rockefeller Foundation archives is the subject of 
correspondence between Paris and New York in May 1934 but 
annheun already tells Siegfried Kracauer on June 30, 1933 about a 
possible trip to Paris “in a few days” to discuss implementation of a 

hL a m T \ k ™ t D PrOV l e empl ° yment to em ^ sociaI researchers like 
him (DL). The Pans officer of the Social Science Division forwarded an 

extensive and generally favorable report to New York on the project 
almost a year later (RF/RG 1.1/401 S/73/969), triggered by a Mannheim 
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visit in May 1934, and based on a twenty-one-page draft that he de¬ 
scribes as already “in our files.” A letter from Mannheim to Van Sickle 
on May 10, 1934 a few days later implies prior negotiations by point¬ 
edly referring to “our most recent conversation” about the scheme. To 
increase prospects, Mannheim reshapes his proposal: 


I have thought over the various possibilities of the design again and have con¬ 
cluded that if one wants to achieve an objective that one can stand behind with full 
responsibility, this must perhaps start out at an intermediate level. A radically 
shrunken minimum would make it impossible to enlist valuable forces, and too 
broad an attack runs the risk of over-organization. I feel that the healthiest would 
be to enter the project in stages, so that semester by semester I c ^ld promote and 
supervise its growth organically, always subject to your critique. (RF/RG 1.1/40lb/ 
73/969) 

Despite the cautionary concessions in this letter, Mannheim was en¬ 
couraged by his exchanges with Van Sickle. Writing to Wirth two weeks 
later, he takes him into his confidence and diplomatically solicits his 
support: 

I have proposed to the Rockefeller Foundation a research plan to bring together 
German, American and English sociologists in a joint task. As I gather frona him 
but also from third parties, the head of the European Section of the Rockefeller 
Foundation, Mr. Van Sickle, strongly supports the proposal. If I am not mistaken, 
everything will depend on Mr. Day, the American head of the Rockefeller Founda¬ 
tion and a Board there. Although I do not think that one should promote one s own 
projects too strenuously, I consider the research so important and urgent that 1 
should be sorry to see the undertaking fail because of insufficient understanding. It 
is a matter of analyzing empirically the causes of the crisis of culture and the col¬ 
lapse of a greater part of international intellectual linkages in the present state of 
society. The problem of the possibilities and modalities of cultural planning is 
touched, as well as the spiritual and psychological construction of the authoritarian 
state etc.... The question is whether you think it right to enlist some influential 
person close to Day or the Board, or would it be better to let things nin then- 
course. ... I believe I can leave it to your discretion to decide what should be done, 
who might be the right man for such a task, who occupies the key position with 
regard to Day or the Board. It is my quiet hope that this plan will lead me to coop¬ 
eration with vou. (LWP/7:11) 


Mannheim was not altogether mistaken. Van Sickle speaks respectfully 
of “a proposal of very considerable importance.” “I have a feeling,” he 
writes, after conceding the extraordinary cost, “that Mannheim is on the 
track of a problem that is fundamental to any understanding of the inter¬ 
national relations of today.” The strongest argument in favor of the 
project, however, is that Mannheim’s staffing scheme would provide 
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an excellent type of training for younger [refugee] scholars and help to 
salvage some of the exceptionally able younger German scholars who 
have not yet been taken care of.” For the interdisciplinary senior staff, 
Mannheim proposed the psychologist Theodor Reik, the social historian 
Alfred von Martin, the political scientist Sigmund Neumann, and the 
legal sociologist, Franz L. Neumann. Mannheim also asked for five 
young social scientists,” as well as two “observers” in Germany and 
Russia. Another source adds Ernest K. Bramstedt, Norbert Elias, W. 
Falk, Hans Gerth, Svend Riemer, and Albert Salomon—all but one former 
Mannheim students—presumably to fill the junior roles (Woldring 1987: 
40). Van Sickle suggests as first step, if New York finds the plan “wor¬ 
thy of further consideration,” the selection of a “Consultation Commit¬ 
tee” from the LSE faculty members nominated by Mannheim: Bronislaw 
Malinowski, Eileen Power, Harold Laski, and Morris Ginsberg. But New 
York was not persuaded. 

A minute by Van Sickle dated November 19, 1934 records a decision 
of the director and assistant director not to “revive” Mannheim’s proposal 
‘at this time,” indicating that it was rejected earlier. Notwithstanding 
Mannheim’s claims about team research, Day and Walker characterize 
the project as “an individual piece of research, even though a number of 
people cooperate in subordinate capacities.” Van Sickle draws his own 
conclusions: “I judge that if it did get under way, Foundation support would 
not be definitely excluded. Our support, however, would depend upon 
clear evidence that the undertaking, if more amply financed, would exer¬ 
cise a constructive influence upon the general development of British his¬ 
torical research. It would probably have to come as an institutional proposal. 
In the meantime no encouragement should be given, and no indication of 
even this remote possibility” (cp. Greenberg 1985). The casual conduct of 
the Paris office is evident from a memorandum to Van Sickle from his 
subordinate, Tracy Kittredge, a month later. Replying to an appeal by 
Malinowski supporting Mannheim’s project, Kittredge ventures, “if a Brit¬ 
ish institution were to become interested in the program and were to present 
it as part of a general project for development of research in the social 
sciences, some assistance might later be envisaged.” Malinowski responds 
that he is “particularly interested in Mannheim’s proposal” precisely be¬ 
cause he thinks that “the whole of the sociological program of the London 
School of Economics needs reconstruction,” and that Mannheim’s pro¬ 
posal might provide a focus for research (RF/RG1.1/401S/73/969). 11 
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Malinowski was unique among LSE social scientists in his consis¬ 
tent support of Mannheim. After a promising beginning, with a warm 
welcome from Harold Laski and Morris Ginsberg, Mannheim’s at¬ 
tempts to secure recognition of his work from colleagues in his aca¬ 
demic discipline faced greater difficulties in England than in Germany. 
He judged his peers to be unapproachable by his familiar continental 
philosophical means. Despite some efforts to cast his theoretical de¬ 
sign in terms continuous with traditions of political character study 
and social psychology deriving from John Stuart Mill, he encountered 
academic resistance or indifference. 12 Mannheim s appeals to the cri¬ 
sis and to the urgency of strategic experimentation found little reso¬ 
nance in university departments. 

One connection Mannheim made early was with a mixed group of 
uni versity teachers and publicists influenced by British positivist tradi¬ 
tions, and Mannheim contributed to an anthology called Human Affairs 
published by them (Cattell 1937). 13 In the autobiographical sketch ap¬ 
pended to the volume, Mannheim introduces himself as follows: 

Professor Mannheim’s studies commenced with History, Literature, and Philoso¬ 
phy. During the post-war period he gradually realized that a satisfactory explana¬ 
tion of changes in human culture could only be obtained through an exhaustive 
study of society. For this study of society he took as his guide the sociologist Max 
Weber.... Professor Mannheim’s stay in this country has brought home to him at 
once the urgent need and the great difficulty of translating one culture in terms of 
another. The best elements in English and German culture, he holds, need to be 
synthesized. Neither the purely factual approach of the former nor the purely theo¬ 
retical approach of the latter is in the long run fruitful; the requirement is an inte¬ 
gration of both. (Cattell 1937:355) 

Mannheim’s conviction that British sociology was devoid of theo¬ 
retical traditions irritated colleagues and signaled his misunderstanding 
of the discipline’s history and controversies. This misunderstanding is 
especially puzzling since it brought him into direct and avoidable con¬ 
flict with his colleague, Morris Ginsberg, whose opposition destroyed 
Mannheim’s hopes of helping to “establish sociology” in Britain. 
Mannheim enjoyed popularity as lecturer among students and publics 
of socially concerned professionals, but, as he wrote Wirth in 1938, he 
failed to get “intellectual support” from his peers: 

Here [unlike the USA], it is necessary to quarrel too much with those who are 
afraid to look new knowledge in the face and to re-leam. This applies above all to 
my colleague [Morris Ginsberg]... who even wanted to get rid of me, out of fear 
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Ginsberg’s objections to Mannheim’s work, however, add up to the con¬ 
tention that Mannheim repeated the worst faults of the vague, specula¬ 
tive, and moralizing sociologism that had historically ruled sociology in 
Britain until Ginsberg began a campaign to reclaim the discipline from 
the LePlay House group. 14 

The tensions between Mannheim and Ginsberg are unmistakable in 
the published record of several conferences held in the mid-1930s to 
elevate the academic level of British sociology. The British Sociologi¬ 
cal Society was the first such society in the world, having been founded 
in 1903 at a conference addressed by Emile Durkheim, but the disci¬ 
pline had been resisted by the universities. Among the founders were 
Leonard Hobhouse, Patrick Geddes, and Victor Branford-the first two, 
mgenious innovators with primary interest in the theory and practice of 
progress, and the latter, a wealthy enthusiast. Institutional continuity 
derived from the Chair of Sociology, originally endowed for Hobhouse 
at the heterodox London School of Economics, and from the Institute of 
Sociology and the Sociological Review, subsidized and virtually con¬ 
trolled by Victor and Sybella Branford. 

By the time Mannheim came to England, the Branfords had been 
succeeded by Alexander Farquharson and his wife. “They were pas¬ 
sionate admirers of Geddes and Branford,” T.H. Marshall has recalled, 
and yet anxious to stand well with the ‘academics’ of London Univer- 
sity” (interview, September 1976, AA). The tradition of Geddes and 
Branford now appeared as a practice of field work and social surveys 
initiated by Geddes in implementation of the speculative design he de- 
nved from Frederic LePlay, a follower of Auguste Comte. Mannheim 
criticized the emphasis on local social descriptions in British sociology, 
equating it with die untheoretical empiricism he presumed to be the core 
of American sociology, but he appeared unaware of the theoretical ante¬ 
cedents m both cases. Yet Mannheim’s own theoretical conceptions must 
have sounded uncomfortably familiar to social scientists raised up on 
Branford’s call for a “third party” or “third alternative” between capital¬ 
ism and socialism, with the “town planning” of Geddes as a central fea¬ 
ture. Despite the dated language of “spirit” and “evolution,” every page 
of Branford brings anticipations of Mannheim even to a casual reader. 
Given Mannheim’s links to the prewar progressivism of Jaszi, this should 
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occasion no surprise, since most of the early British sociologists be¬ 
longed to the same general movement of “the new sociology and the 
new liberalism” (Abrams 1968:60; cp. Branford 1927). 

Neither Geddes nor Branford is mentioned in Man and Society or in 
Diagnosis of Our Time , and Hobhouse appears only twice, as an after¬ 
thought in footnotes devoted to continental thinkers. Mannheim never 
became aware of the difficulty and the consequent need to distinguish his 
own position from the tradition Ginsberg and his associates were striving 
to supercede. A key opportunity would have been the conferences on the 
social sciences held in 1935 and the next two years. Marshall reports: 

After Hobhouse’s death [the Farquharsons] won effective control of the Institute 
of Sociology and its Journal and were also running the LePlay Society and its field 
studies (which had also been endowed by Branford). So they had important facili¬ 
ties to offer to those who wanted to restore the quality enjoyed by the early Socio¬ 
logical Society and its Papers. Consequently the “academics” made their move to 
gain control of the Journal and to dominate the academic activities of the Institute 
without ousting the Farquharsons. The three Conferences of 1935-7 were an im¬ 
portant part of this campaign. (Interview, September 1976, AA) 

The first of these conferences took place in September of 1935. It was 
called, “The Social Sciences: Their Relations in Theory and Teaching,” 
and it was opened by an address on “Sociology Today by the elderly J.A. 
Hobson and by a revealing survey on the state of social science, social 
studies, or sociology as a field of study in British universities, delivered 
by T.H.* Marshall. There is a major in sociology at London University and 
a field of specialization within the London School Economics degree, 
Marshall observes, but that is all, as far as degree-level study is concerned. 
Interdisciplinary social science study is distrusted by most specialists and 
prevalent only in pre-degree programmes preparing for social work. 

We also notice that the most ambitious schemes of comprehensive social study 
flourish where the general standard of scholarship is elementary. The prevalence 
of this policy suggests that experience has confirmed the view that the best educa¬ 
tion for the less scholarly minds is found in a stimulating contact with a wide range 
of general ideas. (Marshall 1936) 

But such popularization was clearly not what Ginsberg and the other 

“academic” sociologists had in mind. 

Mannheim’s talk, on “The Place of Sociology” (Mannheim 1936b), 
pleads for recognition of sociology as “the basic discipline of the social 
sciences,” aggressively insists on an analogy with the place of biology 
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in the medical sciences, and characterizes the aim of sociology as “a 
complete theory of the totality of the social process.” Early thinkers 
speculated prematurely, and modem writers fail if they do not have a 
“methodological basis,” clear concepts, and “the picture of the totality 
of the social process constantly before us.” Max Weber’s accomplish¬ 
ments show that the time for sociology is ripe. Mannheim then distin¬ 
guishes among three “functions” of sociology, the “systematic,” 
comparative, and structural. The distinction between the first two is 
not clearly drawn, as he associates the phenomenological methods that 
had originally attracted him to systematic sociology with the empirical 
generalizations that had in earlier years made him skeptical of Weber’s 
comparativism. The account of structural sociology divides it into so¬ 
cial statics and social dynamics, quite in the manner of Comte and John 
Stuart Mill. His examples are conservative: he illustrates social statics 
by an account of elite controls over passive masses, and social dynamics 
by the disruptive effects of excessive individualistic striving for advance¬ 
ment, as a function of competition. 

Ginsberg’s remarks on the same subject (Ginsberg 1936) are not 
expressly critical of Mannheim. His only substantial reference to him, 
in fact, is correct and even complimentary. But his presentation is nev¬ 
ertheless a reproach to Mannheim. He begins by distinguishing be¬ 
tween ideal statements about sociology and an empirical account of 
what sociologists do. While both have their uses, he maintains, the 
former sometimes leads to needless confusion. When general state¬ 
ments are made about tendencies towards sociology in other social 
sciences, for example, it is worth recalling that both Hobhouse and 
Westermarck had already spoken of political science as a branch of 
sociology in their inaugural addresses in 1907. Ginsberg wants to 
specify the domain of the discipline, while rejecting Simmel and 
Vierkandt’s a priori systems of social relations. The “systematic soci- 
ology discussed by Mannheim can be nothing more than some gen¬ 
eral statements of findings in comparative sociology; claims about the 
direct inspection characteristic of the “phenomenological method” 
simply testify to the backward state of social psychology. Although 
Ginsberg cannot see how anyone can resist Mannheim’s “illuminat¬ 
ing” case for a synthetic structural sociology, he remarks drily that 
such learned commentators as Marshall and Sidgwick have neverthe¬ 
less recently raised interesting questions, as did others when Hobhouse 
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and Durkheim were first making such claims, based on Comte, in 1903. 
Ginsberg applies only the second of the two tests which Sidgwick pro¬ 
poses, inquiring whether there is a sufficient measure of “consensus” 
between sociologists as different as Hobhouse and Durkheim to war¬ 
rant the contention that they are at work on a common enterprise. He 
concludes: 

[At] bottom the trend towards the organic types of society with the pathological 
deviations from it which Durkheim describes has much in common with the trends 
towards harmony which Hobhouse seeks to establish with great caution and with 
many qualifications. Both are concerned with the problem of reconciling individual 
autonomy and social order and both find the root difficulty in the imperfection of 
the organic relation so far achieved. (Ginsberg 1936:205) 

Notwithstanding these similarities, Ginsberg finds an important differ¬ 
ence. Unlike Hobhouse, Durkheim had claimed that sociology has its own 
laws sui generis. Without express reference to Mannheim’s version of this 
thesis, Ginsberg cooly urges that any such conclusion be withheld until 
the study of physiology and psychology is much further advanced. 

Any doubts remaining that such statements are to remind audiences 
that the issues so dramatically promulgated by Mannheim as novelties 
are in fact long-standing problems, well known in England and more 
carefully developed by others, are dispelled by Ginsberg’s contribution 
to a conference a year later under the same auspices. Lecturing on “Psy¬ 
chology and Sociology” (Ginsberg 1937), he announces his theme as 
“rational and irrational elements in human behavior,” an obvious allu¬ 
sion to Mannheim’s just-published Hobhouse Lecture, and opens pro¬ 
vocatively with the observation that “the terms “rational” and irrational 
are used in a bewildering variety of senses, due probably to the lack of 
any generally accepted theory of the nature of value judgments.” For 
Ginsberg, the concepts themselves belong to social philosophy, with “ra¬ 
tional action” ultimately equivalent to “right action.” Rational action is 
“action which is likely on the best available knowledge to satisfy human 
needs when these are brought clearly to consciousness, and examined 
fairly and impartially with reference to all relevant claims and to the 
means available for their realization” (Ginsberg 1937: 121). Social sci¬ 
ence presupposes these philosophical analyses when it addresses its own 
proper subjects, the “psychology of moral life,” especially “the reality 
of moral progress and the part played by reason in it” (Ginsberg 
1937:123). The contrast with Mannheim’s sociological theses about the 
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crisis of substantive rationality” engendered by the uncontrolled ad¬ 
vance of “instrumental rationality” is stark. 

Mannheim had not been scheduled to speak. He remarks, however, 
that he was asked on the eve of the last session to take up some of the 
threads of the discussion,” an assignment he shared with T.H. Marshall. 
Mannheim offers “a few concrete examples concerning the sociological 
nature of human valuations, with some theoretical remarks on the dif¬ 
ference between the psychological and sociological approach” 
(Mannheim 1937:171). This time, it is his turn to comment on the “illu¬ 
minating remarks of his colleague. But Mannheim does not address 
Ginsberg’s distinction between the philosophical and sociological as¬ 
pects of the problem, although this issue is especially important to 
Ginsberg and other English thinkers of the time. He turns instead to 
reflections on consistent differences between the values of fighting and 
sedentary groups, citing research by Ginsberg, among others. He stops 
for one of his homilies on method, superfluous and perhaps provocative 
under the circumstances, since the issues addressed in that research were 
theoretical, and he notes that while “field observation” is a welcome 
improvement on “empty armchair speculation,” there is, lamentably, 

in this country a tendency to put a premium on pure description, surveys, collec¬ 
tions of statistical data, to the exclusion of theoretical and historical analysis of 
society.... [To] learn from history, we must be able to theorise; otherwise the 
historical facts mean nothing and cannot even be compared or adequately related 
(Mannheim 1937:180) 

After listing several vague hypotheses about the relationships between 
valuations and social factors, Mannheim closes with a reflection on the 
contrasts between psychological and sociological approaches. He con¬ 
cludes that psychology studies spontaneous expressions of individual 
drives, and sociology the counteracting constraints structured by “es¬ 
tablished relationships, understood in terms of their objective functio ns 
for society. Instead of explaining why he thinks it mistaken to view the 
actions constituting the counteracting constraints as expressions of the 
subjective impulses of the actors, he closes with an example that testi¬ 
fies, even over the distance of six decades, to the strained atmosphere in 
the hall. A psychologist, he says, would study “the subjective motives 
which have induced me to waste so much of your time,” and he would 
doubtless come upon “the subjective urge to self-display.” The sociolo¬ 
gist, in contrast, would emphasize the restraining influence of the chair- 
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man, who embodies institutionalized arrangements to meet the needs 
arising out of a scarcity of time (Mannheim 1937:190). Before an audi¬ 
ence of English academics, that disarming gesture, coming at the end of 
a very long impromptu intervention, undoubtedly failed to be helpful. 

According to T.H. Marshall, a colleague of Mannheim at the LSE, the 
conflict with Ginsberg was so intense because Mannheim never appreci¬ 
ated that his appointment was partly funded by a special collection among 
the faculty, organized by Lionel Robbins and Lord Beveridge, and conse¬ 
quently not considered permanent or entitling the holders to full participa¬ 
tion in collegial academic decisions (interview 1976, AA; cp. Beveridge 
1960:236). Until 1938, while Beveridge was director of the London School 
of Economics, Rockefeller money was willingly used to support 
Mannheim, first from windfall discretionary funds from the institutional 
grant to the School and later express allocation (RF/RG1.1/401S/73/969). 
After a comprehensive review of the School’s program initiated by Carr- 
Saunders as new director, however, the Foundation was repeatedly asked 
whether it considered the School bound to retain Mannheim and requested 
to assist in his relocation. The Paris officer of the Rockefeller Foundation 
summarizes Carr-Saunders’ rationale: “The School is more interested now 
in developing empirical sociology in England and Mannheim has not the 
particular qualifications necessary for this new orientation— As indi¬ 
cated by Carr-Saunders, they would certainly carry him for a year or two 
until he has an opportunity of obtaining another position. They wish, how¬ 
ever, to give notice immediately to Mannheim that he cannot expect his 
position at the school to be indefinitely maintained” (March 31, 1938). 
The situation was undoubtedly complicated by the conflict between 
Mannheim and Ginsberg, but Carr-Saunders’ attempt to get Rockefeller 
Foundation help in removing Mannheim to the United States in Septem¬ 
ber 1939, casts doubt on Mannheim’s certainty in August 1938 that the 
matter had been purely a matter of personalities and that his retention 
meant that his colleagues supported him against Ginsberg because of their 
“desire for the development of ‘up-to-date sociology’ in England” (LWP/ 
7:11). Mannheim never achieved a satisfactory settlement at the London 
School of Economics. 


Notes 


1. For Mannheim’s concept of socio-analysis see also “Mass Education and Group 
Analysis” (in Mannheim 1943:87). 
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6. Mannheim’s hope of peruading proponents of humanistic education that his sociol¬ 
ogy represents a timely adaptation of the older idea of Bildung is documented in his 
occasional correspondence with Eduard Spranger (BK; Loader 1985:19,234-35) 
p anger s humanistic psychology” was an important point of reference for 
Mannheim s cultural sociology, although Mannheim always reserved his objec¬ 
tions to Spranger s “platonizing tendencies” (Mannheim [1921] 1993-144 n 1) In 
January 1929 Mannheim visited Spranger to solicit a book for MannheZs new 
senes. Mannheim wrote Spranger a few months later, having earlier thanked him 
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concludes by invoking their close, even fraternal, affinities, and he throws himself 
on Spranger s judgment, however stem. Unpersuaded, Spranger harshly denounces 
the sociologism of Mannheim’s thought when he reviews Ideologic und Utopie a 
year later (Meja and Stehr 1990:239-40). 8 P 
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7. Mannheim’s analysis is reminiscent of his Heidelberg teachings, parodied by his 
students in “The Clouds” through the antiphonal choruses of rooted existences 

and “deracinated” intellectuals. . . . e . . e . 

8. Mannheim (1940:147-48) draws on Lorenz von Stem. On crisis m Saint-Sim 
and Comte, see Sombart (1955:55ff). OnMiWs Autobiography see Cumnung (1969). 

9. Mannheim’s long-time patron, Emil Lederer, among Alvrn Johnson s first candi¬ 
dates for the new “University in Exile,” came to New York in April 1933. In 
New York, Johnson and Lederer quickly came to terms and settled on a prelim - 
nary list of faculty. In late June, Johnson accompanied Lederer to London, where 
they spent nearly a month interviewing prospective faculty members. Besides 
Lederer, Johnson hoped to appoint Lowe, Marschak and Karl Mannheim 
Marschak and Lowe, who believed that the regime would crumble in a relatively 
short time, preferred to find positions in England...Karl Mannheim likewise 
preferred to remain in England. Johnson seemed almost relieved at Mannheim s 
decision, since Mannheim had insisted that the New School create a school of 
social thought that revolved around his own ideas. In Johnson s words Mannheim 
wanted to be ‘the whole show.’ Johnson clearly disliked this attitude, but hecoul 
not resist someone of Mannheim’s prestige” (Rutkoff and Scott 1986. 99-100, 
cp. Krohn 1987: 74f). Rutkoff and Scott (1986: 276n70) add that Johnson is 
polite on this his Pioneer’s Progress, but elsewhere the facts are quite clear 
Mannheim’s defection was costly to him, and he felt he had to find others to take 
Mannheim’s place. See Johnson to Maclver (April 10, 1957, AJP). 

10. In an unexplained episode that may represent an effort at negotiating the terms ol 
a London appointment, Mannheim gave his Frankfurt “scientific secretary leave 
in March, 1933, to attend the London School of Economics (Kuckhoff 1972). A 
GDR biographical reference work asserts that she “prepared the way for Karl 
Mannheim’s emigration.” Her memoir says only that she returned to Germany in 
May surrendering to an ultimatum from her lover. She had drawn close to the 
Communist party in the last months before Hitler’s accession to powerand!spent 
most of the Nazi period as a translator—including work on Mein Kampf. She was 
arrested in 1942, sentenced to death but reprieved, and lived to occupy various 
governmental offices in the GDR, the last as president of the German Bank ot 

Issue [Deutsche Notenbank]. . , , 

11. As with the social science faculty in Frankfurt in 1929, Mannheim s approaches 
to the Rockefeller Foundation and other American agencies of the institutional¬ 
ized discipline were burdened by his reputation as insufficiently inductive in 
method. Joseph A. Schumpeter included him in the select list of nine exiles he 
urged the Rockefeller Foundation to bring to the United States, the first plea o 
that kind received by the Foundation in April 1933, but he too characterizes him 
as “the leading exponent of that typically German kind of sociology which verges 
towards philosophy” and tinges his recommendation with reservations: what- 
ever one’s opinion about the value of this line of thought it may be useful and 
interesting to have that exponent of it in the countiy (RF/RQ2-1933/717/ / 
724). Mannheim’s cultural crisis research proposal, like his earlier communica¬ 
tions with Rockefeller representatives in Germany, stressed his determination to 
incorporate the “empirical verification” methods “admirably worked out in 
America,” but he may well have dissipated some of the effect of his avowals 
when adding that “their full value, however, can be realised only if one possesses 
the theoretical ability of interpreting the data which they provide as a functional 
unity, and when the significance of the historical-locational value has been worked 
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American Hopes: The Dispute 
over Ideology and Utopia 


From his first days in London exile, Karl Mannheim maintained that 
he could continue the work begun in Ideologic und Utopie only in the 
United States. In his letters to Louis Wirth, Mannheim spoke of his 
planned research on the German catastrophe as an interlude in his work, 
a crisis-hastened application to current issues of the unfinished sociol¬ 
ogy of knowledge program (Mannheim to Wirth, May 23, 1934, LWP/ 
7:11). His hopes for an American career paralleled his initial skepticism 
about British prospects: 

I feel confirmed in my views by my conversation with [the American colleague to 
whom you referred me], who repeatedly said that my concerns speak directly to the 
American situation, and that I could count on the liveliest interest in both academic 
and non-academic circles there. Although it is too soon for me to be certain, I con¬ 
sider it highly likely that in an American environment I could simply pick up the 
work I was forced to abandon in Frankfurt.... I therefore must look at my London 
appointment in the spirit that governs plans for the [New School for Social Research], 
viz., as a stepping stone toward something more permanent.... I want to reiterate, 
even at the risk of sounding immodest, that I am strongly convinced that contact 
between American sociology and the sociology I am trying to develop will yield 
something truly productive. (Mannheim to Wirth, June 24,1933, LWP/7:11) 

And he was clearly thinking of the sociology of knowledge as the ele¬ 
ment in his Frankfurt work to ground his American career. Mannheim 
promises Wirth that the next mail will include a draft translation of 
Ideologic und Utopie by Paul Kecskemeti, and he indicates in surprise 
that his German publisher is still prepared to publish his just completed 
“Sociology of the Spirit [Geist]” notwithstanding his status as Jewish 
outcast. 1 Mannheim’s failure to seek later publication for this text or for 
the two treatises posthumously published as Structures of Thinking 
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(Mannheim [1922-24] 1982) signals his conviction that he could not 
devote himself to a systematic development of the sociology of knowl¬ 
edge in England. 

Mannheim’s judgment of his English difficulties affects his treatment 
of the sociology of knowledge. At times, he seems to have put the study 
altogether behind him. Just before the war he writes about the need to 
learn “a new experimental attitude in social affairs,” in view of the “prac¬ 
tical deterioration of the ideals of Liberalism, Communism, and Fas¬ 
cism.” He continues: 

But one can only learn if one has belief in the power of reason. For a time it was 
healthy to see the limitations of ratio, especially in social affairs. It was healthy to 
realize that thinking is not powerful if it is severed from the social context and 
ideas are only strong if they have their social backing, that it is useless to spread 
ideas which have no real function and are not woven into the social fabric. But this 
sociological interpretation of ideas may also lead to complete despair, discourag¬ 
ing the individual from thinking about issues which will definitely become the 
concern of the day. This discouragement of the intelligentsia may lead them to too 
quick a resignation of their proper function as the thinkers and forerunners of the 
new society, may become even more disastrous in a social setting where more 
depends on what the leading elites have in mind than in other periods of history 
(Mannheim 1940: 365). 

The theory of the social determination of ideas properly applied to the 
present age, Mannheim continues, shows that everything depends on 
“whether or not sound thinking goes on today and whether it reaches the 
ruling elites.” Elsewhere, of course, his criterion of “healthiness” does 
yield a function for the sociology of knowledge: it has the therapeutic 
function of freeing the mind for “sound thinking” from misleading, ideo¬ 
logical notions dictated by group egoisms. 

The ambivalence and drift of Mannheim’s thinking about the sociol¬ 
ogy of knowledge are manifest in a textual alteration between Mensch 
und Gesellschaft (1935a) and Man and Society (1940). In January of 
1935, while Ideology and Utopia is in preparation, Mannheim solicits 
Wirth’s soliciting his opinion about Mensch und Gesellschaft , “and es¬ 
pecially about the third part of the book, ‘Thought at the Level of Plan¬ 
ning,’ which is, I feel, a further application of the sociology of 
knowledge.” In the book, Mannheim makes the claim explicit in his 
exposition of a socially aware psychology. He argues that such psychol¬ 
ogy cannot take its departure from a theory of universal human nature, 
but must instead see individual human beings as a function of their situ- 
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ations ( situationshezogen ). A footnote expands the point* “This is the 
novelty in our approach, also in the field of logic and in the analysis of 
concrete human thinking. The point of departure of the ‘sociology of 
knowledge’ is the ‘connectedness to existence (Seinsverbundenheit) ’ 
t e situational determination’ ( Situationsgehundenheit ) of thinking— 
and not ‘thinking in general’” (1935a: 164-65). Mannheim refers the 
reader to his 1931 handbook article on the sociology of knowledge. In 
the English edition, the footnote is gone, and the text avoids terminol¬ 
ogy from Ideology and Utopia , content with viewing “individual facts 
and individual human beings in their particular social context as it re- 
fleets itself in their character” (1940: 201). 

But uncertainties about the sociology of knowledge are balanced by 
counter-considerations in Mannheim's deliberations about Ideology and 
Utopia. First, even m England his standing as a sociologist and thus his 
legitimacy as diagnostician of the crisis were founded on the fame of 
Ideologic und Utopie and his sociology of knowledge. In February 1933 
Ginsberg had brought Mannheim’s article on “Wissenssoziologie” hi 
Vierkandt s Handworterbuch der Soziologie to special notice in a re¬ 
view of several textbooks and handbooks in sociology. Aligning the so¬ 
ciology of knowledge with Max Weber’s “work on the relation between 

S 'fTu. SyStemS and economic development,” he hoped it would be 
helpful” in making less vague the musings by Robert Maclver and 
Leonard Hobhouse on relations between “the growth of mind and soci- 
f y y Pattern m Ginsberg’s evolutionary theory (Ginsberg [1932] 

. 121). Ginsberg’s disappointed hopes undoubtedly effected the 
subsequent unhappy relationship between him and Mannheim 
Mannheim’s ongmal sponsor at the London School of Economics, Harold 

,, askl :^ oreo l ver ’ favored the social interpretation of political ideas, al- 
hough he inclined towards a Marxist approach to political theory. Speak- 
lng at a conference on the social sciences in 1935, Laski remarks* 
Theories...have an ancestry and its investigation alone gives us the 
clue to its understanding. More than that. It gives us a clue to the validity 
of ideas. For they emerge always as a statement of the thinker’s idea of 
a good to be realized; and this is bom of...the environment to which 
he belongs...no more than a magisterial summary of certain tenden- 
cies of h!s time” (Laski 1936:125). Laski’s political activism limited his 
LSE influence. Mannheim arrived at the LSE just after the director, Lord 
Beveridge, had reprimanded Laski for compromising the institution by 
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his militant electioneering. Laski denounced the attacks as truckling to 
the Rockefeller Foundation, but he was profoundly hurt and withdrew 
from college affairs for several years. 2 Nevertheless, Mannheim could 
not ignore him. 

A dissertation directed by Laski evidences cross-fertilization between 
Mannheim and Laski and hints at the terms on which they communi¬ 
cated. The evidence is admittedly tainted, since the writer is Franz 
Neumann (1936), who knew Ideologic und Utopie in the Weimar con¬ 
text. But Neumann’s attempt to integrate Mensch und Gesellschaft in an 
analysis indebted to the earlier work shows engagement with Mannheim 
in London, verified by the acknowledgment in the dissertation. As in 
Heidelberg and Frankfurt, Marxist students were attracted to Mannheim, 
albeit with reservations, and at the LSE such students worked under 
Laski. Neumann is addressing the “existential determination of the judi¬ 
cial process,” and he announces, “since Karl Mannheim raised the soci¬ 
ology of knowledge to the rank of science, we have been in possession 
of a technique, even if not fully developed, enabling us to distinguish 
the existential determination of thought” (Neumann 1986:232). After 
translating the pertinent passage from Mannheim’s “Wissenssoziologie 
article, Neumann rejects Jerome Frank’s “realist” legal sociology as 
excessively individualistic in its psychoanalytical method and unable to 
account for the structure of rules operative in decisions: 

Far more important...is that social structure conditions mentality. The manner in 
which [the judge] regards a thing, what he grasps, and how he mentally transforms 
it, is determined basically by his social position. The existential determination of 
thought differs in the various stages of the judicial process. We follow Mannheim s 
distinction between the various stages of thought [Karl Mannheim in Mensch und 
Gesellschaft im Zeitalter des Umbaus , p.93.] The first stage is that of intuition 
(Finden). Here the judge waits for the intuition, the “hunch.” It is the most primi¬ 
tive stage of thought, and is realized in the Kadi justice or in the activity of the jury. 
In this stage, the part played by thinking is relatively small, or is non-existent. The 
decision is mainly an unconscious reaction. But the judge does notstop short at 
this stage. He ascends to the stage of inventive thought {Erfinden). The process ot 
subsumption begins. The judge is not allowed to be satisfied with an intuition; he 
is compelled to produce arguments, that is, to rationalise the intuition. At this stage 
of inventive thought, the share of thought is large, but the existence determines the 
thought If the judge now begins to think sociologically, he ascends to the third 
stage, that of planned thought (planendes Denkeri). Sociologically this means- 
from the judge’s point of view—that he makes himself conscious of the fact that 
his thinking is existentially determined. This sociological self-analysis is m my 
view the first task of the judge.... “Planned thought” means materially—accord¬ 
ing to its function-the fitting of the judge’s decision not only into a logical system 
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USsSiSsT a S0CW SyStem WhiCh iS delem,ined by1116 constitution. (Neumann 

Neumann continues, “Marxism fills materially this methodological con- 
clustonof the sociology of knowledge, by the assertion that the attitude 
of the judge towards the law is conditioned by the class relationship 
upon which it is dependent (Neumann 1986:235). While Neumann thank 

“ a , n " he . lm and G “ sber S in the P refa “ to “invaluable suggestion,” he 
edits Laski s influence with pervading “the structure of the book” 
(Neumann 1936). After Neumann came to the Institute of Social Re- 
searchm New York, he disavowed Mannheim. He was so vehemently 

Seek “ eI, "’ s . friends at the New School-Ldwe, Lederer, and 
Speier-tha Horkheimer cautioned him against resorting to an “Anti- 

, “ styIe ” “ Professional exchanges (Krohn 1987: 217-19). By 
1941, Neumann uses Mannheim as an insult in his battles with F Pol¬ 
lock. One of Pollock's essays, he writes Horkheimer, “contradicts from 
beginning to end, the theory of the Institute, and it is in fact nothing but 

V “ eim ' S sociol °S r * especially as presented in his 
most recent book, Mensch und Gesellschaft im Zetialter des Umbaus ” 
(Neumann to Horkheimer, July 23, 1941. Erd 1985: 135). Neumann’s 
adaptation of Mannheim’s distinctions is forced, but his effort to link the 
wo books echoes a position Mannheim was clearly reserving, notwith- 

kter? 8 w‘«n° n i! m f corres P° ndence with Heimann, as witness his 
letter to Wirth about Mensch und Gesellschaft. 

Second, his principal link with American sociology is Louis Wirth 
professor in the prestigious Chicago department and since 1931 manag¬ 
ing editor of the American Journal of Sociology. After Wirth’s original 

Wil , “ 19 r 0, ‘ heir C °" es P°" de - ^ led to an agreement for 

Wirih to arrange for a translation of Ideologic und Utopie and to write 

“ rI T Ve lntroduction that will introduce the average American 
reader to the problem area and show him the right way to get into it ” 

Wirth suggests inclusion of the Handworterbuch article as well 
Mamihe.m s insecure position in 1933 and his hope that Wirth could 

find him an American appointment added to the importance he attached 
to the translation project. 

Third, Mamiheim hoped to orchestrate his own reception in America. 

He recognized his intellectual project could not survive without gaining 

fowhfh”h dmS “if mteUectual wo,W rem ote from the cultural fontexl 
in which his work originally prospered. He saw the transfer of his soci- 
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ology of knowledge to English-speaking sociologists as a test of the 
extent to which the cultivated stratum of intellectuals ( Bildungsschicht ) 
can develop a discourse subtle enough to avoid the formalism of the 
merely communicative yet sufficiently independent of localized linpistic 
and stylistic idiosyncrasy to be truly transcultural. A discussion of 
Mannheim’s reception should therefore include his understanding of the 
new cultural requirements, as well as his adaptive strategies. In this re¬ 
spect, at least, his reception cannot be understood as a unidirectional 

process. It was a negotiated reception. . 

Mannheim trusted that the response among American sociologists to 
the book that had propelled his extraordinary career in Germany would 
produce a comparable effect in the United States. In view of his own 
sense that the sociology of knowledge was more program than accom¬ 
plishment, Mannheim was not so much interested in making American 
converts to Ideology and Utopia as in securing recognition from the 
institutions that determined professional standing and employment. Hav¬ 
ing refused an offer to join peers among refugee scholars in founding 
the Graduate Faculty of the New School for Social Research m 1933 
not least because he mistakenly feared it would become a segregated 
charity ward hindering integration into American sociology, he writes 
Louis Wirth in high expectation that the translation of Ideologic und 
Utopie will bring him the long-sought offer from Chicago or some simi¬ 
larly highly regarded sociology department. 

Although Wirth encouraged Mannheim in these beliefs, they were 
disappointed. In 1933, Wirth speaks with confidence: “If we can bring 
out your volume in English, the stage will be set for your commg to 
America” (Wirth to Mannheim, August 31, 1933, LWP/7:11; Wirth to 
Mannheim, February 2, 1936, LWP/7:11). Yet by 1940, when 
Mannheim’s position at the London School of Economics seemed un¬ 
tenable, at least for the duration of the war, he was offered no alternative 
but to join the second wave of similarly displaced refugees to the New 
School When Wirth’s influential colleague, Herbert Blumer, was solic¬ 
ited on Mannheim’s behalf by T.B. Kittredge of the Rockefeller Foun¬ 
dation, after the Foundation had turned down a plea from the director of 
the London School of Economics to fund an extended Mannheim stay m 
America, he coolly replied: “I rather feel that Prof. Mannheim would be 
successful as a teacher primarily along the line of seminar instruction. 
He probably would not be suitable to any job requiring the instruction of 
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a large undergraduate class. And I fear that the only jobs available at the 
present time are of the latter sort” (Herbert Blunter to T.B Kittredee 
January 9,1940. RF/RG1.1/401S/73/969). Seeking an alternative sofu- 
tion a joint effort by Wirth and Bronislaw Malinowski-Mannheim’s 
London ally, now established at Harvard—managed no more than a scat¬ 
tering of invitations for a lecture tour by Mannheim. Before Mannheim 
announced he would not come because he feared to jeopardize his unac¬ 
countably delayed British naturalization, Malinowski and Wirth had re¬ 
ceived lecture invitations from Columbia (two or three weeks) and 
Wisconsin, and inquiries from Swarthmore and the Univeisity of Cali¬ 
fornia. Wirth was unable to secure the summer term appointment at 
Chicago he had led Mannheim to think probable. 3 In a letter to 
Malmowski Wirth lists the failures: “I have not heard from Harvard 
nor from Fisk, nor have I had any word from Duke, Pennsylvania, New 
York, Smith, Amherst or Vassar” (February 23, 1940, LWP/7:11). The 
results are strikingly poor, especially under prevailing conditions of con¬ 
troversy and enthusiasm over the war and Britain. Mannheim’s Ideol¬ 
ogy and Utopia had been a principal topic at meetings of the profession 
only two years before. 

The outcome of the American version of the earlier German dispute on 
the sociology of knowledge (Meja and Stehr 1982,1990) was the virtual 
exclusion of Ideology and Utopia from the scientific enterprise of sociol¬ 
ogy and its relegation to the uses of a minor “classic” in the discipline’s 
instructional routines. The work joined other books in the “antiquarian 
enumeration of names, terms and paraphrased summaries unrelated to 
crucial problems of human judgment and action” (Shils 1948* 56-57) that 
comprises courses on the history of sociological theory. As textbookmat- 
ter Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge was reduced to a stereotyped 
collection of cliches, fit for beginners’ exercises in refutation. 

The contrast between the German and American versions of the dis¬ 
pute about Ideology and Utopia corresponds importantly to the differ¬ 
ence between two types of bargaining. Recent work distinguishes between 
bargaining m a mode designed to yield win-win outcomes, even where 
parties are unequal m many respects, and haggling from fixed positions 
( isher, Ury, and Patton 1991). Compromise takes two correspondingly 

* orms ’ with the first generating more fertile connections. We 
ink that reception theory can be enriched by appreciating the role of 
bargaming between publics and “authors” (actual and imputed). The 
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contrasting types of settlement are paralleled by the differences between 
the outcomes in Weimar Germany and America. In the one case, an 
undifferentiated political-literary authorship addresses a “cultivated’ 
general audience and strikes various mutually beneficial deals with 
Mannheim’s provocative essays. In the other, Mannheim s recognition 
depends far more on a disciplinary public, caught up in processes of 
self-differentiation and closure against unscientific and unsociological 
speculations. The latter preoccupations make for greater rigidity in set¬ 
ting conditions for acceptance and yield a settlement deeply disappoint¬ 
ing to Mannheim and impoverishing for American social thought. 


German Sociologists and American Sociological Theory 


Why did the publication of Ideology and Utopia fail to bring 
Mannheim the American opportunities he expected? What happened to 
thwart the hopes he had expressed to Wirth in the first days of his forced 
“retirement,” writing still from Frankfurt: 


I am confident, because you and many other visitors (both professors and students) 
have told me on earlier occasions that the tendency I represent (sociology of know - 
edge, empirical-historical research, etc.) would be desirable for Am^ican socio - 
ogy—that the renewal of our science would emerge precisely out of the Wending 
of my own research tendency with the American. (Mannheim to Wirth, April 1 , 
1933. LWP/7:11) 


A preliminary answer might begin with Mannheim’s provocative 
overconfidence. Mannheim asserted his claim not only in private let¬ 
ters but also in two publications in English, before and after his emi¬ 
gration. In an invited contribution to a colloquium on Stuart Rice s 
Methods in Social Sciences , published in the American Journal of So¬ 
ciology in 1931, Mannheim announces that “there were hardly every 
two different styles so fit to supplement each other’s shortcomings as 
are the American and German types of sociology.... We must learn 
from American sociology that science must remain in contact with 
real life and its exigencies.” He concludes, “on the other hand, Ameri¬ 
can sociology may gain if its studies on questions of practical detail 
are alive to the great theoretical problems which pervade and coordi¬ 
nate with each other all the scattered empirical facts” (Mannheim [1931] 
1953: 193-94). Three years later, in his first publication in England, 
his essay on “German Sociology,” he lays claim to a special place for 
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his own work in the development he describes as uniquely qualified to 
enrich the universal discipline: 

The most surprising event in the recent development of sociology has, perhaps, 
been the way in which Wissenssoziologie (the sociology of knowledge) has de¬ 
scribed the differences in human thought among different groups and at different 
times.... Thus the recent appreciation of the significance of those social forces, 
that up to a certain point influence all sciences, places the new problem of the 
theory of knowledge, on the one hand, and new tasks that have to be disposed of in 
the search of objectivity, on the other, on a higher plane. The merit of recent Ger¬ 
man sociologists lies, perhaps, in the fact that they have freed themselves from that 
exaggerated “methodological asceticism” for which nothing that is not susceptible 
of measurement can be deemed to be exact, and, further, that they have success¬ 
fully shown that the spiritual sphere has its own peculiar criteria of exactness which 
have hitherto not been noticed. (Mannheim [1934] 1953: 220-22) 

While claims for German sociology as theoretical mentor to American 
(and English) social researchers had a long history and many cospon¬ 
sors in America as well as Germany, Mannheim’s special claim to 
personify the most advanced of this advanced species of study—not¬ 
withstanding his accompanying disarming praise of American empiri¬ 
cal interests—invited exacting scrutiny of his Ideology and Utopia when 
it eventually appeared. 

Mannheim’s closes his essay on “German Sociology” with an attempt 
“to suggest sociological reasons for the differences that exist between 
American, English, and German sociology.” A representative sample of 
that analysis alleges that American sociology is pervaded by an “isolat¬ 
ing empiricism” that veils the “constructive bases of social life... behind 
the mass of secondary details” because “the most difficult and vital prob¬ 
lems crop up one by one... in any colonizing society that spreads itself 
over an expansive territory, and has to develop its social institutions in a 
relatively short span of time” (Mannheim [1934] 1953:224-25). Wirth 
thanks Mannheim for an offprint of the article because “it helps me to 
clear up a few points in the translation of your manuscript which were 
rather obscure to me” (Wirth to Mannheim, May 12, 1934. LWP/7:11), 
but it is not likely that he found Mannheim’s improvised illustration 
among the helpful features. A Chicago loyalist like Wirth could scarcely 
admire Mannheim’s rendering of efforts led by his own department. 

Wirth himself, applying in 1934 for funds to continue Edward Shils’ 
assistantship for his project on German sociology, indicates the test 
American sociologists would apply to Mannheim. “For the past eight 
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years,” he writes, “I have been engaged in a study of the developments 
in German sociology during the period from about nineteen-ten on—a 
period which corresponds to the turn in the United States from specula¬ 
tion and philosophizing to empirical research.” Although the Germans 
“by virtue of their traditional interest in philosophy” should have been 
“methodologically better prepared to embark upon scientific social re¬ 
search than the Americans,” they “failed to produce anything aside from 
uninspired historically or philosophically oriented elaborations of exist¬ 
ing systems” while “the relatively novel and fresh contributions by 
American sociologists during this period have given to American soci¬ 
ology a position of world leadership.” There are “a few exceptions” 
among the Germans, he contends, and his research hopes to draw on 
these, including Mannheim, to remedy the comparative weakness of 
American “theoretical foundations.” 

But Wirth had not always been convinced that Mannheim should be 
numbered among the saving exceptions. After their original meeting in 
Frankfurt in 1930, Mannheim cautioned him “to postpone a final judg¬ 
ment of our sociological efforts,” implying skepticism from Wirth dur¬ 
ing their talk (Mannheim to Wirth, November 17,1930, LWP/7:11). By 
1934, Wirth was persuaded. Among theoretical treatments of “the pre¬ 
suppositions, the implications, [and] the historical setting of their prob¬ 
lems and methods,” Mannheim’s work “represents the most 
thoroughgoing analysis yet made of the problem of objectivity in the 
social sciences” (Wirth to Donald Slesinger, April 20,1934, LWP/65:4). 
Clearly, the crux for Wirth is whether a theoretical contribution reverts 
to “speculation and philosophizing” or whether it bears directly on prob¬ 
lems of methodology. Despite Wirth’s confidence, the question he raised 
was not simple, when asked about Mannheim’s Ideology and Utopia; 
and there was far from unanimity about the answer among the German 
sociologists who agreed with Wirth’s test for accepting Mannheim’s cre¬ 
dentials as a sociologist. 

Mannheim’s most influential German critic and competitor was 
Leopold von Wiese, and his word carried weight among the minority of 
American sociologists who shared the general German view that Ameri¬ 
can sociology needed theory. He was widely recognized. Although 
Howard Becker’s rendition of von Wiese’s Systematic Sociology (Becker 
1932) was greeted with reserve by a reviewer for the American Journal 
of Sociology (House 1933), the objections were aimed partly at Becker’s 
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confusing “clarifications,” soon known by insiders to have infuriated 
von Wiese (von Wiese to Wirth, March 8, 1932, LWP/66:8; von Wiese 
1960: 86n.l; cp. Mannheim to Wirth, July 22, 1932, LWP/7:ll), while 
the book was recognized as an important reference on an urgent prob¬ 
lem: “The problems of the logic and grammar of sociology cannot be 
permanently evaded; hence these contributions to their solution should 
be welcome to all thoughtful students of the subject.” Theodore Abel 
put von Wiese on a par with Max Weber, Simmel, and Vierkandt as the 
principal theorists whose works embody “the efforts made... to estab¬ 
lish sociology as an autonomous and specialized science” (Abel [1929] 
1965:6). Four years later, Abel (1933:212) called von Wiese’s System 
der allgemeinen Soziologie “the most important theoretical treatise in 
contemporary sociology.” Connections were personal as well as liter¬ 
ary. Louis Wirth’s original project on American adaptations of German 
sociological theory had brought Wirth into contact with von Wiese be¬ 
fore he ever met Mannheim; they corresponded until the late 1930s (LWP/ 
66:8). Moreover, von Wiese was present in the United States as visiting 
professor in the 1934-35 academic year, first at Wisconsin, through 
Robert Park’s intervention with E.A. Ross, and afterwards at Harvard, 
thanks to Pitirim Sorokin. 

Von Wiese addressed the December 1935 meetings of the American 
Sociological Society on “Social Theory and Social Practice,” reassert¬ 
ing the program with which he and his followers had won organiza¬ 
tional supremacy in German sociology (Kasler 1981), that is, that progress 
in sociology is blocked by “too much uncertainty about the principal 
and essential task of sociology, and about the fundamental difference 
between the questions it addresses and those of other disciplines,” and 
that his doctrine of relations ( Beziehungslehre ) opens the way forward 
(Wiese 1936; See Wiese 1935). 4 Von Wiese accepts the basic premise of 
the conference, that social planning is of vital contemporary interest to 
sociologists, but caricatures German thinkers, who take up sociological 
themes in a “transitory” and “dilettante fashion” when they encounter a 
gap in their philosophical or political reasonings, as well as Americans 
who dissipate sociology by narrow practice in special applied domains. 
“Theoretical sociology” alone, von Wiese asserts, can provide social 
practice with a “wealth of insight and general rules.” He concludes, “We 
are confronted, then, by the seeming paradox that systematic sociology 
which has been decried as an abstract discipline, is the most concrete 
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and realistic instrument aiming at an adequate solution of the urgent 
problems of the present” (Wiese 1935: 59). 

Yet in a German essay written immediately after his American stay, 
which includes a paraphrase of his American remarks in the context of 
an international survey of sociology, von Wiese writes in a different 
spirit when he addresses the prospects for sociology in Germany: 

Even if it remains theoretical and unpolitical, sociology must do justice to a shift in 
the times towards socialism (no matter what kind). The students—destined to be 
public officials, leaders of industry, and so forth—are invariably taught to explore 
the importance of interpersonal linkages for social structures. Because this ap¬ 
proach—in contrast to the [atomistic] conceptions dominant in the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury—is congenial to all influential schools of thought, whatever their differences, 
the years before the great overturn in Germany were favorable to sociology. None 
of this need change today. Quite the contrary. Once socialism is freed from ties to 
economic materialism, the principle of class struggle, and anti-national excres¬ 
cences—as has happened—, the ideal of community stands forth. While this ideal 
is a matter of ethics and belief, it is fostered scientifically by the study of interper¬ 
sonal linkage. (Wiese 1936: 15-16) 

A balancing act pervades the 1936 publication. Speaking of the state of 
English sociology, he reports courageously, “in London, Ginsberg and 
German emigrants, K. Mannheim above all, are heard with great interest 
by students.” In qualification, he adds: “The ultimate flaw of these Lon¬ 
don efforts is soon evident. It is uncertainty about the essential task [of 
sociology] and its delimitation from other studies. The danger of degener¬ 
ating into a mere syllabus of social reform has not been overcome.” Von 
Wiese, moreover, wrote a harsh review of Mannheim’s 1935 book on 
planning, portraying it as epitome of a hypersociology proposed by writ¬ 
ers consumed by a desire to make humankind dependent on them (Wiese 
1935a). Writing Wirth about it from Germany, he says: “I strongly object 
to the idea of total planning. It is precisely in America (sic\) that this prin¬ 
ciple could initiate a dangerous development” (September 9,1935, LWP/ 
66:8). A passage in a later letter shows that Mannheim minded very much, 
but it also reveals the complexity of their relations. Writing Wirth (March 
28, 1937) about a guest lecture in London, von Wiese reports: “I saw 
Mannheim and his wife frequently. When we had last talked 1-1/2 years 
ago in Brussels, my response to his most recent book had unfortunately 
alienated him. I was therefore pleased that he had in the meantime changed 
his mind about my criticism. He agreed with me more now than I could 
have expected. We got along quite nicely once again.” 5 
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Von Wiese’s attitude towards Mannheim remained throughout his long 
life a mixture of marvel and misgivings, not free of racial stereotyping. 
His Mannheim obituary does not make pleasant reading: 

Thinking was a weapon for him in the struggle against ruling elites, a means of 
transforming the world and for demolishing the social structure for the sake of 
objectives he deemed just, free, and human. I argued with him about the essence of 
freedom. I do not believe I am mistaken when I say that his idea of freedom was 
different from anything imagined by anyone whose ancestors do not come from 
the ghetto. As it seems to me, he wanted to replace the elite position of those who 
have hitherto led society with another elite, for whom he wanted to secure no less 
sweeping rights of domination: the elite of the clever. The only question is whether 
their rule would not in practice lead to the tyranny of the sly. (Wiese 1948: 99) 

Von Wiese’s perception of Hitler’s academic victims in general was 
strikingly insensitive. Recalling his American visit in his memoirs, he 
explains with disgruntlement that his intercourse with colleagues in 1934 
was made difficult by the fact that it “took place at a time... when 
distrust was first growing in America against Germany and its National 
Socialist Party.” “The first Jewish emigrants and other political refu¬ 
gees,” he adds, “had started to surface” (Wiese 1957: 68). The attitudes 
and assumptions he reports as having shaped his decision to return to 
Germany in 1935 reveal the same touch of resentment: 

Should I become an emigrant myself? My acquaintances among the emigre schol¬ 
ars were in a situation very different from my own. As Jews or political opponents 
they would not be allowed back to Germany. When one or the other declaimed 
with false pathos, “Never again will I set foot on that soil,” he was not being com¬ 
pletely honest. He was in banishment. What was important and even decisive is 
that almost all of them had salvaged some part and possibly all of theif assets or 
had other secure income. (Wiese 1957: 71) 

Von Wiese remained professor in Cologne, though ousted as director of 
the sociological institute. He was trusted enough, moreover, to be cho¬ 
sen for a team detailed to search French archives in 1941 for documents 
supporting German propaganda about the causes of the first war. In his 
memoirs he contends that he neutralized the effort since he used the 
opportunity only for disinterested scholarship. But the memoirs also still 
curiously resent the attacks against him by “sycophants” of the regime 
who maliciously portrayed him as hostile to it. He instances their selec¬ 
tive quotations from his Allgemeine Soziologie: “They were slyly cho¬ 
sen and always stopped short of a passage less offensive to national 
socialist eyes.” Although he had indeed refused a Volk the status of “so- 
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cial substantiality,” as charged, he had also written that a Volk was some¬ 
thing even more basic, namely a living entity; and his opponents sup¬ 
pressed this (Wiese 1957: 73). 

Von Wiese sought accommodation with the regime, but avoided ma¬ 
jor concessions to Nazi ideology in his sociological writings. Utilizing 
mostly Austrian outlets before 1938, he campaigned to show that a non¬ 
political sociology would harm no one’s politics—not even that of the 
Nazi government. To promote his case, he argued against those who 
demanded partisan commitment—firm, if cautious, against such influ¬ 
ential converts to National Socialism as Werner Sombart (Wiese 1936a), 
but no less cool to opponents of the regime. Von Wiese’s ambivalence 
and his complex maneuvering to reconcile the National Socialist regime 
to his conception of sociology (Zinn 1992) merit closer examination 
because of the widespread misconception that relations between Ameri¬ 
can and German sociology between 1933 and 1948 concern nothing but 
the integration of anti-Nazi refugee thought. Influential American soci¬ 
ologists, resisting the “politicization” of the American discipline, felt 
more comfortable with von Wiese, who denied that he was compelled to 
take sides for or against the German regime. 

Wirth’s high opinion of von Wiese is made clear by his help in ar¬ 
ranging the visiting year, although von Wiese made some ambiguous 
comments in his letters to Wirth during the first months of Nazi rule. 
Writing in 1933, von Wiese sounds awed rather than dismayed by the 
changes under way. He chides Americans who do not appreciate the 
magnitude of the shift and the extent to which liberalism has become 
obsolete; he remarks that they have a “false impression” because they 
“judge according to the stereotypes of an age that is for us now forever 
in the past” (June 7, 1933, LWP/13:2; cp. von Wiese to Wirth, October 
30, 1933, LWP/13:2). Wirth’s response is polite but testy (August 7, 
1933, LWP/13:2). Then, however, von Wiese’s New Year’s letter for 
1934 summarizes the events of the year, casting himself as helpless vic¬ 
tim more than present research considers justified (Klingemann 1986, 
1992). He reports that he and Tonnies have been ousted from the leader¬ 
ship of the German Sociological Society, that his journal has been elimi¬ 
nated, and that he fears he will not be allowed to attend international 
congresses and will thus be prevented from taking up his position as 
president of the International Institute of Sociology. 

Wirth went into action. In February, he writes von Wiese, “I spoke to 
Dr. Park about you when we met in Philadelphia last Christmas, and he 
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said that on his trip East he was making it one of his main objectives to 
see what he might discover that might interest you” (LWP/66*8) These 
interventions led to funds for a semester at Wisconsin, granted by the 
Carl Schurz Memorial Foundation, which Becker had earlier enlisted to 

(LWP/68 e 8> meflCan SUbSCfipti ° ns t0 Von Wiese ’ s sociological quarterly 

Wirth and his Chicago colleagues went further, however. Von Wiese 
writes Wirth in grateful delight: 

Today I received a letter from Prof. Park, who writes, “I expect that you will re 
ceive in the course of time an invitation from the University of Chicago to deliver 
a course of lectures on German sociology in the Spring quarter 1935 8 prof Wirth 
who ordinaniy gives that course at that time, informs nfelhat he will beengaL* 
that tune in a special piece of research for the university and will recommend that 
you be invited to give the course in his stead.” (LWP/66:8) 

Wirth never made such a recommendation on Mannheim’s behalf. 

Wirth’s regard for von Wiese is symptomatic of the reservations in 
Wirth s championing of Ideology and Utopia. He drew the line at 
Mannheim s philosophical ambitions. Perhaps equally to the point, how¬ 
ever, is a fundamental agreement between Wirth and von Wiese that 
sociology must become, as von Wiese (1928) puts it, a “cooperative” 
and not a “solitary” study. While preparing his 1937 recommendations 
for revamping the strategy of the Social Science Research Council Wirth 
jotted this note: “In Europe social science is still in the handicraft 
s ge.... n America we have entered the stage of organization for mass 
production. We know what the others are doing” (LWP/44.11). Wirth 
and von Wiese shared a commitment to the interdependence of the insti¬ 
tutionalization and the advancement of scientific knowledge. Wirth could 
not support Mannheim as isolated thinker, however profound The ex¬ 
tent of Mannheim’s acceptance by organized sociology would be the 
measure of his worth. 

Mannheim’s Nemesis: Alexander von Schelting 

Von Wiese’s appeal to key American sociologists active in the 
discipline s comrovetsies about its institutional definition in the tnid- 
1930s is only one warning against disregarding the earlier history of 
relations between German and American sociologists when studying the 
shocks that attend the introduction of refugee academic intellectuals 
On the one hand, no one was willing to accept without critical scrutiny 
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Mannheim’s claims to represent German sociology or his bid to serve as 
arbitrator of differences between it and American sociology. On the other, 
the contention that the relationship to German sociology was important 
to the discipline was itself controversial. Mannheim was correct m drink¬ 
ing that the relationship between ideology and social science was a live y 
topic among Americal social scientists, but neither he nor Wirth antici¬ 
pated the surge among leading sociologists towards intellectual strate¬ 
gies to insulate sociology from political contamination. The rise of 
Marxism was a factor among its opponents, but no less important was 
the spreading belief that confusion in the face of fascism disproved ear¬ 
lier faith in the harmony of social science, relativistic experimentalism 
and American democracy (Gunnell 1993). The American sociology under 
construction would be immune from the philosophical issues that open 
the way to politics. Its empirical methodology would be philosophically 
warranted as scientific, and its findings would be philosophically di¬ 
vorced from conflicting ethical claims. Viennese positivists and the pro¬ 
fessionally sanctioned interpreters of Max Weber’s metamethodological 
writings received a surprisingly friendly welcome. They sanctioned the 
inclination to limit critical debates about the design of sociology to ques¬ 
tions of method. , __ . .. 

A few months before the publication of Ideology and Utopia , the 

American Sociological Review published an eleven-page review o 
Ideologic und Utopie by Alexander von Schelting (1936), another non- 
Jewish visitor from Germany—and a visitor, incidentally, strongly ap¬ 
proved by von Wiese (May 13, 1935, LWP/66:8). Howard Becker, the 
assistant editor in charge of the book review section, explains in a note 
that the journal is deviating from its policies by reviewing such an old 
book because it is “among the dozen...most important sociological 
works that have appeared since 1930” but nevertheless has never been 
“adequately reviewed” in the United States. Moreover, Becker gives 
notice of the forthcoming translation: “We await Ideology and Utopia 
with interest; in the meantime we can prepare ourselves with Ideologic 

und Utopie” (Schelting 1936:664, n.l). 

In his review, von Schelting takes up criticisms he had already devel¬ 
oped in Germany. After crediting Mannheim with raising some impor¬ 
tant questions, he concentrates on Mannheim’s speculations about the 
epistemological implications of his concept of total ideology. He begms 
magisterially: “Mannheim’s fundamental views on the problems of ide- 
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oiogy and the sociology of knowledge cannot be accepted, because of 
basic lack of logical and epistemological consistency and their incom¬ 
patibility with empirical facts” (Schelting 1936: 664). He plows grimly 
through the text in search of an epistemological theory that can meet the 
formal standards of his own neo-Kantianism, and concludes—after cred¬ 
iting the empirical suggestiveness of some of Mannheim’s concrete ob¬ 
servations—that Mannheim’s distinctive approach is marred decisively 
by the “nonsense” (Schelting 1936: 674) of his philosophical claims. 

As the review appears, after undergoing the 30 percent abridgement 
and revision for which Becker takes responsibility, it is a polemic. Becker 
was well-known for his sharpness of tongue and his defiance of the 
discipline’s gentility. These are probably the qualities that led him to 
align himself for a while with the rebellion in the American Sociological 
Society against the hegemony of the Chicago seniors, the rebellion that 
spawned the American Sociological Review. He soon disappointed his 
allies, however, especially by his attention to high theory—and specifi¬ 
cally German theory—in the book review section. A leading member of 
the rebel group attacked the editor of the journal in January 1937 for his 
willingness to publish anything and everything of German origin,’ 
which he attributed to the influence of ‘that Nazi Becker’” (Bannister 
1987. 219-20). In short, Becker’s publication of this extraordinary re¬ 
view damaged Mannheim’s prospects in the discipline. 

It stigmatized Mannheim for one group as a theorist in the German 
mode, and for another, as a theorist in the bad philosophical mode. 
Mannheim’s reputation as an excessively “philosophical” sociologist also 
followed him from Germany at the crucial confidential level of opinion 
at the Rockefeller Foundation, whose officers contributed to the institu¬ 
tional formation of sociology as discipline, notably in the endowment of 
Chicago’s social science program (Bulmer and Bulmer 1981). Despite 
repeated tries, Mannheim never gained the disciplinary legitimation that 
came with a public award from the Rockefeller Foundation. 6 Success 
would have made his prospects for an American career much less de¬ 
pendent on the reception of Ideology and Utopia. 

In the profession, von Schelting’s preemptive review defined the terms 
of debate to an extraordinary extent. In Becker’s own brief review of 
Ideology and Utopia , Becker (1938) contends that there is little to add to 
von Schelting, while praising Wirth’s introduction and conceding to 
Mannheim some contribution to the discussion of scientific objectivity. 
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He introduces a political innuendo, reminiscent of Mannheim’s condem¬ 
nation as historical materialist at the 1930 Congress of German Sociolo¬ 
gists, and self-assuredly offers a preposterous version of Mannheim’s 
intellectual biography: “In order adequately to understand Mannheim, 
one must remember that he began as a scholarly Marxist, developed 
discontent with the revisionist interpretations current in German Social 
Democracy, and became uneasy about the validity of his doctrine when 
confronted with Max Weber’s trenchant critique” (Becker 1938: 261). 
Becker spins his fiction further in his later, long-standard history of so¬ 
ciological thought, where he mixes it with a decoction of vile German 
academic gossip about Mannheim: “Mannheim... was for a long time 
identified with German Social Democracy, and is said to have owed his 
appointment at the University of Frankfort not to his Jewish ancestry 
(sicl) but to the fact that he had done much to make Marxism salonfdhig, 
i.e., socially and intellectually respectable.” He again recapitulates von 
Schelting’s critique, treating it as definitive (Becker and Barnes 1938, 
3:924ff.). As late as February 1940, the Mexican publisher of Mannheim’s 
book urges Mannheim to write a special introduction, telling “what would 
be your answer to the main objections made by...von Schelting.” 
Mannheim ignored the request. 

To Wirth, however, Mannheim wrote immediately about von Schelting’s 
article, at length and in anger (December 28,1936, LWP/7:11). Mannheim 
warned that “it may be necessary for us to be concerned about the imme¬ 
diate effects” on the prospects of the book, which had just appeared. His 
urgent appeal has two parts. First, he presses Wirth about the disciplinary 
politics of the publication, suspecting a link to the conflict that culminates 
in the displacement of Wirth’s American Journal of Sociology by the 
American Sociological Review as the official journal of the American 
Sociological Society. Mannheim’s letter in fact is occasioned by a stan¬ 
dard request from the American Journal of Sociology to become a con¬ 
tributor. He wants especially to consent, he says, “because I feel myself 
part of your tradition, since the appearance of the American Sociological 
Review , and called upon to show my colors.” He has just seen the August 
number of the American Sociological Review and was astounded to find 
“that almost the entire book review section is organized as a maneuver 
against me, or at least against a tendency that identifies with me.” He 
claims to be amused by “how, to this end, poor Schelting has been inflated 
into a ‘commanding figure,’ thanks to Parsons.” Schelting, he maintains, 
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Geltungsphilosophie)', he deliberately misinterprets in order to invent con¬ 
tradictions; and he abuses a tired formula that any thought that does not 
presuppose its own truth is self-contradictory. Especially interesting s 
Mannheim's insistence on the experimental character of his work: [von 
Schelting] suppresses the fact that the author expressly states that he is on 
a search and that several systems are at work in the same person, and that 
this is why—with the new methodology of ‘experimental thinking ^ 

does not touch upon the contradictions that consequently come mto view 
(December 28,1936, LWP/7:11). 

Mannheim’s frustration is bitter because he had urged the need to 
make just this point unmistakably clear when Wirth and Shtls had o - 
iected to the last-minute addition of Mannheim’s “Preliminary Approac 
to the Problem” to the text of Ideology and Utopia. To spare himse 
the experience of having critics (perhaps von Schelting)...busy them¬ 
selves with exposing contradictions,” disregarding his own insistence 
that he is “deliberately letting the contradictions stand because they are 
given in the situation of our thinking and must be made transparent rather 
than reasoned out of existence.” Mannheim considered it crucial to em¬ 
phasize at length “that these inquiries must be taken as essays, as a search 

(February 15, 1936 , LWP/7:11). 

An increasingly self-conscious academic sociology was not 
in “essays” in Mannheim’s sense (Rohner 1966; Lukacs [1911] 1971 
Kadarkay 1991; Mannheim [1918] 1985). The reviewer m the English 
Sociological Review, Charles H. Wilson (1937), takes up Mannheim s 
presentation of the work as a collection of essays. He attacks the dis¬ 
claimer. It puts criticism “out of court,” he protests, and imposes a ma¬ 
jor and unfair “disability” on the critic, “for it inevitably makes the critic 
feel that he may be in error, and unjust, in imputing to die author dns or 
that fundamental omission, this or that inadequacy of information, this 
or that contradiction.” “In fact,” he concludes, “by this method the au¬ 
thor has all the best of it; he all but removes the ground from the 
reviewer’s feet.” But Wilson, a student of Ginsberg, does not appear to 
have been much cowed. He credits Mannheim with having raised inter¬ 
esting questions about historical relativism and with proposing a useful 
un dertaking , in the analysis of social myths, but he denies that Mannheim 
has initiated a properly scientific approach to his problems and charges 
him with eclecticism and inconsistency on the key issues of relativism. 
Mannheim offers attractive “speculative generalizations” of the so 
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which enhance the aesthetic and philosophic interest of the past, he 
maintains, but nothing to encourage belief that the knowledge of his 
intellectuals can provide “scientific, exact, precise diagnosis of cultures.” 
Both British and American sociologists were blind or hostile to 
Mannheim’s characterization of the genre to which he assigned Ideol¬ 
ogy and Utopia. This point is especially important because the essayis- 
tic mode provides the medium for Mannheim’s explorations of the 
philosophical borderland. Wirth was not prepared to build his case for 
Mannheim among his fellow sociologists on such paradoxical grounds: 
they had little to do with the “sociological implications” he wanted to 
see explored. 

From Ideologic und Utopie to Ideology and Utopia 

The English book, Ideology and Utopia (1936a), differs far more from 
the German Ideologie und Utopie (1929) than can be explained by the 
normal friction of translation. A dramatic contrast between the two ver¬ 
sions concerns the starting point. The German work begins with the 
crisis of mutual distrust: all social actors denounce the statements of all 
the others as mere ideology, exposing their roots in the particular voli¬ 
tions of the groups concerned. It is the presumed experience of this cri¬ 
sis that forms the existential presupposition for the sociology of 
knowledge. The knowledge creating this crisis, the ways in which each 
social group adapts the originally Marxist insight to its own ideology, 
opens the groups to the synthesizing intervention of the intellectuals and 
their organon. Now none of this can any longer be presupposed. 

When Mannheim and Wirth first discussed a possible translation in 
1930, Mannheim urged Wirth, much his junior in standing, to write an 
introduction to break the path for a precise translation, instead of issuing 
a misleading loose adaptation, like that later inflicted by Howard Becker 
on Leopold von Wiese’s book. The project languished. In one of his first 
letters from exile, however, Mannheim reopened the question of an En¬ 
glish translation addressed primarily to American audiences and enclosed 
some partial drafts attempted by his relations, Paul Kecskemeti and Ernest 
Mannheim. Wirth assumed responsibility for the translation, although 
his assistant, Edward Shils, eventually did most of the work. Notwith¬ 
standing his earlier opposition to textual adaptations, Mannheim now 
insisted on thoroughly reworking the literal translation prepared by Shils, 
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drawing on the help of a native English undergraduate. The original 
book was revised by three recontextualizing additions. At Wirth’s urgings, 
Mannheim’s included his encyclopedia article on sociology of knowl¬ 
edge (Mannheim [1931] 1952). While Ideologic und IJtopie had ap¬ 
peared in a series of which Mannheim was the general editor and that he 
had heralded, in a publisher’s announcement, as striving for a boundary 
position between philosophy and sociology, “Wissenssoziologie” was 
designed for a disciplinary audience. In turn, it was at Mannheim’s re¬ 
quest that Wirth prepared a twenty-page “Preface” to build a bridge be¬ 
tween the sociology of knowledge and comparable developments in 
American sociology. Finally, Mannheim insisted on inserting a “Pre¬ 
liminary Approach to the Problem” after the preface, to Wirth’s dismay. 
Mannheim’s added chapter closes with the extraordinary contention that 
the three chapters of the widely recognized original book should be read 
as essays in exploring the scientific program outlined in the systematic 
encyclopedia article at the end of the enlarged book. 

While Mannheim rushed through the writing of the “Preliminary 
Approach” and had no time to revise the translation, he spent several 
months on the main body of the text. The effect of the work is changed, 
first, by the transformation of the theoretical vocabulary, moving it from 
the universe of philosophical discourse of the post-Hegelian German 
Geisteswissenschaften towards the psychological frames of reference 
of English post-utilitarian philosophy of mind, with its characteristic 
emphasis on distinctions between judgments of facts and judgments of 
values, or American pragmatism. “Spirit” ( Geist ) becomes “mind” or 
“intellect”; “consciousness” ( Bewufitsein ) becomes “mental activity” or 
“evaluation”; the various terms for the objective directedness of the will, 
its tendency towards one or another state of things, become “interests,” 
“purposes,” “norms,” or “values”; “primaeval structures of mind” be¬ 
come “irrational mechanisms”; and “false consciousness” is divided 
between “erroneous knowledge” and “invalid ethical attitude.” Cumu¬ 
latively, the distinctive claims about the inner connections among social 
location, practical design, and social knowledge characteristic of soci¬ 
ology of knowledge as organon become difficult to grasp. 

In the German version, Mannheim says that the “evaluative concept 
of ideology” “makes judgments about the reality of ideas and structures 
of consciousness”; according to the English version, it “presupposes” 
such judgments (Mannheim [1929] 1952:85; Mannheim 1936a:86). More 
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broadly, if “evaluations” based on “interests” introduce “bias” into “think¬ 
ing,” creating “erroneous knowledge” and “invalid ethical attitudes” lack¬ 
ing in “objectivity,” there is little reason for giving the resultant 
“ideologies” the measure of credence implied in all the talk about 
relatiomsm. The structure of social knowledge no longer appears as 
ontologically grounded, as knowledge in its social and historical nexus. 
Its constitutive stylistic principle is no longer conceived as an “onto¬ 
logical decision,” with the difficulties about the interworking of rational 
and irrational elements this implies; ideologies appear more nearly as 
divisible compounds of empirical “ontology” and “value judgment.” 

A slight terminological emendation in the subtitle of the central essay 
signals the important shifts underway. The title in German is a question, 
“Is Politics as a Science Possible?”. The English equivalent, “The Pros¬ 
pects of Scientific Politics,” loses the two allusions in the German title— 
first, to Weber’s essays (Gerth and Mills 1958), “Politics as a Vocation” 
and Science as a Vocation,” and, second, to the Kantian question about 
the “possibility” of one or another kind of knowledge, so important to 
Mannheim’s own epistemological and methodological reflections. More¬ 
over, the change from “politics as science” to “scientific politics” re¬ 
duces the multiple possibilities left open by the German terms to one. 
The German could mean that politics itself becomes a mode of “scien¬ 
tific” inquiry, interrogating reality to achieve orientation and mastery; it 
could mean the opposite, that a political science comes into being that 
studies scientifically the partially irrational activity of politics; or it could 
mean what the English does. Mannheim’s essayistic approach in Ger¬ 
man is designed to play these possibilities off against one another with¬ 
out settling on any one. His design in the English version is different. 

A change in the chapter’s subtitle confirms that the other changes 
noted are not simply victims of translation losses. The German subtitle 
refers to “Theory and Practice,” and corresponds to the substantive prob¬ 
lem for which the sociology of knowledge exercise is proposed as 
“organon.” The English subtitle becomes “The Relationship between 
Social Theory and Political Practice.” Theoretical and practical activi¬ 
ties are assigned to separate domains, as in Man and Society, and the 
way is opened to the possibility of “scientific politics” superceding “po¬ 
litical practice,” in the sense worked out in the chapter. Of course, the 
chapter does arrive at such supercession; it remains a translation of the 
German essay. But the argument becomes less coherent, and the special 
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role of “intellectuals,” increasingly portrayed as possessing a governing 
knowledge, dramatically overshadows the recourse to the “practical dia¬ 
lectics” (Realdialektik) of political life. 

These conceptual modifications and other methodological changes 
amount to a substantial adjustment in the theoretical structure. In a foot¬ 
note to the discussion of the “school” that is the practical outcome of the 
inquiry into theory and practice, Mannheim extrapolates from his im¬ 
mediate argument. He contends that the text has come upon the “cor¬ 
rect” answer to the question about the schooling needed, and that it has 
done so by nothing more than the “concrete analysis of situations” char¬ 
acteristic of sociology of knowledge. The goal of his whole inquiry would 
be achieved, Mannheim avers, if he were able to formulate the logic 
according to which the result was attained. He concludes: “A genuine 
situational analysis of a style of thought would have to be able to specify 
the measure of its validity.” Mannheim eliminates the footnote from the 
English version (Mannheim [1929] 1952: 159). 

More generally, then, the sociology of knowledge is moved farther from 
a mode in which Mannheim, as essayist, participates reflectively in the 
common spiritual life present in politics and towards a science providing 
its practitioners with causal explanations for a class of political phenom¬ 
ena. The author does not offer himself to the political reader as someone 
engaged in a shared project, engaged in self-clarification, and hoping that 
thinking the critical situation through will itself bring about a turning to¬ 
wards realistic practice. Although the contents remain rich in ambiguities, 
the form moves from the sophisticated, reflective essay towards the scien¬ 
tific treatise. And the latter form makes demands on the rigor, precision, 
and economy of the presentation that the work cannot meet. In sum, the 
English version of Ideology and Utopia shows marks of tacit negotiations 
between Mannheim and Wirth’s putative constituency. 

Wirth’s Offer and Mannheim’s Counter: Two Introductions 

As a participant in the Chicago “social science” approach to sociol¬ 
ogy, as well as an influential mainstay of the professional association in 
which this sociology had been challenged, Wirth—building on drafts by 
his assistant, Edward Shils—presents Mannheim as bridge to a new unity 
in the discipline. 7 In his “Preface” to Ideology and Utopia he views 
Mannheim’s work above all as a contribution to the methodology of 
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what Wirth significantly still calls “the social science,” recalling the 
American ideal of an altruistic technology (Gunnell 1993). Wirth con¬ 
siders this social science to be in crisis, both because the value consen¬ 
sus underlying the earlier confident use of “social” has been displaced 
by a reciprocal debunking of the clashing interests promoted by various 
social” designs, and because the hopes for a powerful scientific method 
derived from the physical sciences have been widely abandoned in rec¬ 
ognition of intractably subjective factors in the interpretation of human 
relations. Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge, Wirth maintains, points 
the way toward a procedure for reestablishing the only reliable consen¬ 
sus. Once the rootedness of all social judgments in interests is system¬ 
atically exposed, as the sociology of knowledge promises to do, a tentative 
universe of discourse among social scientists can arise from working 
agreements about the facts involved in an issue. 

Mannheim, according to Wirth, also complements the attempts by 
American social scientists to devise an objective method for the scien¬ 
tific study of phenomena that cannot be understood without empathy 
with the human actors under examination. This does not entail an aban¬ 
donment of the determinism that is integral to a usable science, but merely 
the elaboration of disciplinary techniques appropriate to the compre¬ 
hension of a determinism through motives. There is no need to despair 
of rationality and objectivity in human affairs if the factors that lead to 
disillusionment can themselves be mastered scientifically. Mannheim, 
writes Wirth, shows the way towards a methodological propaedeutic 
that reinterprets past social science achievements and plans its future 
design. His sociology of knowledge is nevertheless little more than an 
illustrated program and a sketch. It lacks a social psychology to compre¬ 
hend the link between experience and thought; it also has to pay more 
detailed attention to the institutional factors that govern the production 
and distribution of knowledge. Once stripped of extraneous matter and 
informed by recent American sociological approaches to education and 
politics, Wirth concludes, Mannheim’s new subdiscipline will make a 
major contribution to the renewal of a problem-solving social science 
on a grand scale. 

Mannheim sent Wirth an exultant letter about the introduction in 1935 
when he received the draft: 

I have read [your preface] twice, with great attentiveness and dedication, and I can 
say that it gave me great joy. That came not only from your profound understand- 
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ing of the time and circumstances out of which the book arose, but also from your 
interpretation of the thoughts I sought to develop-the like of which I have never 
met with, despite the extensive literature on the subject. I never would have thought 
that individuals from wholly different worlds, with differing scientific traditions 
could have approached one another so closely. The consciousness of this is much 
more important to me than any external success: it is a guarantee for spiritual coop¬ 
eration among the intellectuals in the contemporary world. (December 24, 1935, 
LWP/7:11) 

Mannheim then announces calmly that nevertheless he will soon send a 
new opening for the book. 

Immediately after receiving Mannheim’s unexpected manuscript titled 
“Preliminary Approach to the Problem,” a dumbfounded Wirth, speak¬ 
ing for Shils as well as himself, urges him to save the new article for a 
different occasion. He states a list of objections and inducements, none 
of them substantive, except that it “might actually obscure the burden of 
the book itself.” Wirth expresses his confidence that after publication of 
Ideology and Utopia “there will be an insistent demand for the type of 
studies that your work has opened up and that we will see a great awak¬ 
ening of interest in the field in the English-speaking world” (February 2, 
1936, LWP/7:11). Wirth’s strategic objectives for the book suggests rea¬ 
sons for his dismay more substantial than the eight points neatly num¬ 
bered in the letter. The didactic urgency of the writing, expressly 
addressing a nonprofessional audience, leads Mannheim to proclaim his 
hopes for the wider ethical and epistemological implications of the soci¬ 
ology of knowledge—the “philosophy distrusted by Wirth”—more 
openly in the “Preliminary Approach” than in the main body of the text. 

Mannheim begins with Socrates. He places him in the “great surge of 
skepticism” that accompanies democratization in Athens and asks rhe¬ 
torically, “Was it not.. .the great virtue of Socrates that he had the cour¬ 
age to descend into the abyss of this skepticism?... And did he not 
overcome the crisis by questioning even more radically than the Soph¬ 
ists and thus arrive at an intellectual resting point which, at least for the 
mentality of that epoch, showed itself to be a reliable foundation? 
Mysteriously Mannheim adds, “It is interesting to observe that thereby 
the world of norms and of being came to occupy the central place in his 
inquiry” (Mannheim 1936a: 9). The mystery soon is solved because this 
passage is only the first of several indications of Mannheim s belief that 
the radical doubt engendered by the crisis of universal distrust will, para¬ 
doxically, generate a new historical ontology and perhaps even a new 
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foundational science of being. From this point of view, the sociology of 
knowledge is not a positive discipline with consequences for methodol¬ 
ogy: it is philosophy carried on by more appropriate means. To Wirth, 
Mannheim justifies his extended introduction by citing difficulties in 
communicating with the classically educated English reader; but he is 
also implicitly surveying the scope of bargaining between himself and 
American sociologists, testing American receptivity for the more philo¬ 
sophical dimensions of his sociology of knowledge. 

Having thus balanced his larger claims against Wirth’s narrower con¬ 
ception while preparing the English-language edition, Mannheim can 
do little more than to leave the American case for his book to Wirth. 
Wirth, in his capacity as journal editor, surprisingly contributed to 
Mannheim’s distress about the original reception of Ideology and Uto¬ 
pia in the journals of the American profession. Hans Speier’s respectful 
but unfavorable review in the American Journal of Sociology (Speier 
[1937] 1985) was no less disappointing to Mannheim than von Schelting’s 
polemic, and an ironic result of Mannheim’s own attempt to do what 
Becker’s publication of von Schelting achieved, that is, to define the 
terms of the American discussion of Ideology and Utopia. Mannheim 
first called Speier to Wirth’s attention in mid-1934. Speier would be 
glad to write an article on the sociology of knowledge in Germany. “He 
is a former student of mine, and a chap you will like. I leave it to your 
discretion to decide whether it would be better to wait until after the 
appearance of your introduction to my book before encouraging the dis¬ 
cussion of the sociology of knowledge in the journals through Speier’s 
article (August 25, 1934, LWP/7:11). Wirth eventually invited Speier 
to review the book. 

After promising Wirth to avoid von Schelting’s concentration on epis¬ 
temological issues, out of respect for Mannheim’s courageous confron¬ 
tation with the crisis in thought (November 26,1936, LWP/11:10), Speier 
shortly announces that he must nevertheless voice his “doubts and ques¬ 
tions concerning the implications of Mannheim’s system” (December 4, 
1936, LWP/11:10). Speier is aware of the delicacy of his situation. He 
twice writes Wirth offering to withdraw the manuscript (November 8, 
1936, LWP/11:10 and January 4, 1937, LWP/11:10), and, in a letter to 
Mannheim, he apologizes for his failure to show his former teacher the 
manuscript before its publication (Speier to Wirth, March 19,1937, LWP/ 
11:10). In his review, Speier makes philosophical objections no less bit- 
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ing than von Schelting’s, charging confusion between truth and rhetori¬ 
cal effectiveness, as well as a lack of sociological realism about the role 
of intellectuals (Speier [1937] 1985). Mannheim’s reaction is personal 
and bitter: “It keeps happening these days.. .that the next generation is 
glad to be lifted into the saddle by us, live by our inspiration, and then, 
for careerist reasons, will know nothing more of it and deny a person at 
the next best opportunity. I can’t help thinking of Speier and Schelting 
in this connection.” 8 Disregarding Mannheim’s construction of the situ¬ 
ation as a competition, Wirth soothes him: “It is the longest review we 
have ever printed, [but] since in so many respects it is a negative review 
I cannot be accused of favoritism in giving it so much space.... I felt it 
best not to take issue with his opinion since as editor I wish to be per¬ 
fectly neutral. I do believe, however, that the review nevertheless as¬ 
signs a significant position to the book and in the long run will aid it to 
become better known” (August 17,1937, LWP/7:11). Mannheim makes 
one more attempt to influence his reception through an erstwhile stu¬ 
dent, the dispatch of Hans Gerth in December 1937. But he had counted 
heavily on what he thought were deep affinities between his work and 
current developments in American sociology. His relegation to dismiss¬ 
ive treatment by fellow refugees must have been deeply painful. 

Dispute 1: Refugee Conversations in Atlantic City 

If Mannheim was right in supposing that much depended on the first 
professional responses to Ideology and Utopia, Wirth’s—and 
Mannheim’s—hopes underwent a decisive test in December 1937, when 
the American Sociological Society met in Atlantic City. In an evening 
session on “the relation of ideas to social action,” organized by Talcott 
Parsons, Parsons’ more general paper, “The Role of Ideas in Social Ac¬ 
tion,” was preceded by two papers on Mannheim’s book. After Hans 
Speier, under the title “The Social Determination of Ideas” (Speier 1938), 
expanded the arguments earlier adumbrated in his review (Speier [1937] 
1985), Hans Gerth, another student of Mannheim, read a rejoinder based 
largely on the published review (Gerth [1937] 1985). Wirth had per¬ 
suaded Parsons at the last moment to include Gerth (November 13,1937, 
LWP/9:9), after receiving an urgent request from Mannheim: “Dr. 
Gerth...is exceptionally well versed in the theory and method of soci¬ 
ology of knowledge, as well as cultural sociology.... If you think it a 
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good idea, you might recommend him for the planned discussion of 
sociology of knowledge, in which I hear Parsons, von Schelting, et al. 
are to take part. He can be of great help in defending our point of view” 
(November 4, 1937, LWP/7:11). 

Gerth had followed Mannheim from Heidelberg to Frankfurt in 1930. 
He wrote a dissertation based on Mannheim’s “Liberalism” seminar, 
completing it after Mannheim’s expulsion. Gerth, though not Jewish, 
was politically too far compromised for an academic career in Germany. 
Mannheim s letter to Wirth, in fact, reinforces the message in a corre¬ 
spondence initiated by Gerth himself two years earlier, when he solic¬ 
ited Wirth’s help in establishing himself in the United States. 9 Mannheim’s 
1937 intervention, however, is above all another attempt to shift the 
debate on Ideology and Utopia . Gerth does not travel to New York until 
days before the Atlantic City meetings in December; he comes directly 
from Mannheim in London; and he quotes recent conversations with 
him to validate his own claims about Mannheim’s adherence to Dewey’s 
philosophy. In short, Gerth is dispatched as personal advocate for his 
teacher. Counter to Mannheim’s expectations, his principal opponent is 
neither Talcott Parsons nor Alexander von Schelting, but his fellow refu¬ 
gee and fellow Mannheim student, Hans Speier. 

Parsons opens and closes his talk by complimenting Speier on having 
shown, first, that the “battle of the implications of rival philosophical 
and other extra-scientific points of view” has interfered with the “posi¬ 
tive empirical analysis of the role of ideas,” and, second, that it is neces¬ 
sary to develop a theory without reference to “objectionably 
metaphysical” prejudgments (TP: 12,1). He speaks of Speier’s talk as a 
“prolegomenon” to his own conceptual exercise in distinguishing nor¬ 
mative from existential ideas and the further subdivision of the latter 
into empirical and nonempirical for the sake of clarifying Max Weber’s 
achievement in the sociology of religion and assisting further empirical 
inquiry. Without mentioning that Speier is talking about Mannheim, 
Parsons anticipates his own much later assertion that Mannheim’s “epis¬ 
temological relativism was a last-ditch defense of the basic historical 
relativism which increasingly emerged from the general idealistic tradi¬ 
tion, at the same time becoming involved in mounting difficulties. 
Mannheim s relativism,... if taken in a radical epistemological sense, 
leads to an untenable position completely incompatible with the founda¬ 
tions of science in the fields of human action” (Parsons 1961: 989). 
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Parsons’ implied concession that Mannheim may be taken as other than 
a epistemological relativist goes with recognition of contributions by 
Mannheim to the study of intellectuals and ideology, all qualified by the 
contention that Mannheim himself could not develop—or perhaps even 
grasp—his contributions because of his theoretical vacillation and con¬ 
fusions ; the “classic discussion” of Mannheim remains that of Alexander 
von Schelting (Parsons 1961: 991-92, 989n.). Parsons’ 1937 role on a 
panel devoted largely to Mannheim’s book is best understood in the 
context of his move to seize the leadership in interpreting German soci¬ 
ology to Americans, most recently through the publication of The Struc¬ 
ture of Social Action. Neither the philosophical nor the historical 
constituents of Mannheim’s work fit the formalistic model of theory 
that Parsons imputed to Max Weber and successfully promoted in the 
American profession (Zaret 1994). 10 

Notwithstanding Parsons’ cooptative praise, Speier’s approach in his 
Atlantic City paper is far from that of Parsons or von Schelting. Speier 
sees Mannheim’s relativism not merely as a distraction from scientific 
sociology but as a threat to the philosophical pursuit of truth. Mannheim’s 
attempt to distill workable truths about society from the contest among 
ideologies, he charges, reflects the fundamental mistake of confounding 
philosophical (or scientific) truth with rhetorical persuasiveness. 
Mannheim has been victimized by the historicist fallacy that genuine 
thinking can be evaluated by standards of historical efficacy or suitabil¬ 
ity. Sociological interpretation may be instructive and even salutary when 
applied to ideas deployed as weapons in the Hobbesian struggle for ad¬ 
vantage and power—“promotional ideas”—, but it can have no bearing 
on mental activities governed by the need to uncover truth, whose real¬ 
ity is presupposed by the very enterprise of inquiry. At most, sociology 
of knowledge can show when valuations rooted in interests corrupt in¬ 
tellectual productions purported to derive from disinterested applica¬ 
tions of autonomous reason. 

Accordingly, instead of arguing from norms of scientific method, 
Speier builds on the morally charged conceptions of New School phi¬ 
losophers, notably Hans Jonas and Leo Strauss, to accuse Mannheim of 
abandoning rational truth. The search for truth, he maintains, must be 
distinguished sharply from the “distrustful” [sic] activities of men in 
their selfishness; it must be recognized as integral to the “non-distrust- 
ful actions” that culminate, as the classics insisted, in the vita 
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sav on “The Social Conditions of the Intellectual Exile” (Speier 1937), 
analyzes and reflects upon some of these factors. He finds that m,e - 
tual exiles, if they are not wholly cocooned by a community of fello 
exiles or recognized members of a universal intellectual fe ' lowsh ‘P> 
uniquely placed to learn the difference between thought shaped by na¬ 
tional peculiarities and universal reason. Without debating Speier s claim 
that this distinction corresponds to diverse philosophical structures, it is 

instructive to apply a historical version of his scheme. 

Many intellectual exiles from Germany experienced a revuls.on 
against the sophisticated speculations they now thought had fatally un¬ 
dermined ethical and intellectual convictions whose mtegnty is asserted 
in the older humanistic language. The impulse manifested itself among 
social scientists in a turn to empirical research and philosophically unre- 
flective political commentary, often perfunctorily dism.ssmg the com¬ 
plexities of the “Weimar conversation.’’ 12 Seen m this context, Spe e 
puzzling way of dispensing with his inheritance from Mannheim should 
be taken less as a case of careless philosophical reasoning than as a 
mark of impatience with disruptive philosophical issues, now recast as 
localized German preoccupations with dreadful consequences. Speier 
was content to postulate a secure and universal rational 8 r , oun ^ fo ''. s °‘ 
cial inquiries whose methods promised firm results. Conceding the div 
sion of academic labor, he reproached himself as well as his milieu and 
its guides for their past ventures in historicist metatheory, andheac- 
cepted the authority of congenial philosophers who could free him f 
these uncertainties and let him continue with what he now understood as 

his proper scientific work. , 

Gerth’s ([1937] 1985) rejoinder turns the tables on Parsons argu¬ 
ment about the distortion of sociological science by the intrusion of ar¬ 
bitrary philosophical assertions. Gerth maintains that a socio ogy a 
denies itself the cultural artifact, philosophy, as subject matter accepts a 
dogmatic censorship. He dismisses portrayals of the philosopher as so¬ 
cial, like all humans, but, unlike all others, disembodied in spirit. Ac¬ 
cording to Gerth, such findings of the sociology of knowledge as the 
correlation between the ideas distinguishing Marx’s interpretations of 
capitalism from Weber’s and the different attitudes marking their^re¬ 
spective social standpoints are established empirically and are theref 
analytically independent of philosophical theses about knowledge. 
Persnectivism is as observable in the products of the greatest mmds as 
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in everyday opinion. Among empirical studies bearing out this point 

m oo^c^ Speier ’ S dissertation on Labile, along with Mannheim’s 
([ 27] 1952) Conservative Thought” and his own work on liberalism 
(Gerth [1935] 1976). 13 Gerth insists, “If thought is bound up with the 
total outlook of the group, just as all other activities are, then there can¬ 
not be an unbridgeable disjunction between thinking and the other ac¬ 
tivities of a social group.” He denies that this condition leaves social 
knowledge worse off than quantum physics, where results of measure¬ 
ment have “validity only with reference to the measuring instrument in 
use” (Gerth [1937]:1985: 201-2). In a note echoing Mannheim’s letter 
to Wirth, he adds, “It is a pity that Dr. von Schelting...did not discuss 
these problems of the sociology of knowledge in the form presented by 
Mannheim but rather discussed them only in their older form” [Gerth 
[1937]:1985:208n.6). 14 K 


Gerth heaps up arguments. He implausibly equates Mannheim’s con¬ 
tention that objectivity is brought about by an effort to find “a formula 
for translating the results of one [perspective] into those of the other and 
to discover a common denominator for these varying perspectivistic in¬ 
sights” (Mannheim 1936a: 270) with Parsons’ unrelated contention that 
valid conceptual schemes are intertranslatable (TP). Citing Mannheim’s 
essay “Competition” (Mannheim [1929] 1993), Gerth states that 
perspectivism does not preclude discussion; it generates competition 
resulting in a constant enrichment of knowledge and the improvement 
of methods.” Moreover, the criterion is adequacy to the intellectual frame¬ 
work of our time. Gerth enlists Dewey and Mead against utilitarian or 
idealistic alternatives, and quotes an instruction from Mannheim that 
expressly authorizes Gerth to say that Mannheim accepts their instru¬ 
mentalism as “the epistemological viewpoint of his system.” 

After this dazzling potpourri from diverse German and American in¬ 
tellectual controversies, Gerth concludes: “For this instrumental and 
pragmatic view, the tradition of German idealist philosophy is a serious 
handicap. Indeed, it was mainly due to the strength of this philosophy 
that sociological thinking won so little ground in Germany” (Gerth [1937] 
1985:206). To complete the case, Gerth suddenly flourishes the debunk¬ 
ing capabilities of psychoanalysis. Not surprisingly, Gerth reports to Wirth 
that, although he received compliments from Read Bain and other stal¬ 
warts of the profession, they clearly let him know that they would not 
support the sociology of knowledge (January 13, 1936, LWP/4:1). 
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Gerth leaves Atlantic City convinced that Mannheim himself must 
enter the debate. Mannheim informs Wirth: “Now Gerth also writes that 
I must publish a rebuttal, especially to von Schelting. It would give me 
pleasure to do it now, because it would be so easy to pour cold water on 
him in his arrogance” (March 2, 1938, LWP/7:11). Reporting that he 
has already promised a rejoinder to Max Ascoli’s critique in Social Re¬ 
search—a work worth taking seriously—he asks whether Wirth will give 
him space in the American Journal of Sociology to confront his critics, 
“especially von Schelting.” 

Wirth replies that he and his colleagues agree to give Mannheim twelve 
to fifteen pages for such an article, but he continues with symptomatic 
caution: “I hope you will deal less with the epistemological and more 
with the sociological aspects of the problem, although of course we rec¬ 
ognize that some of the issues von Schelting has raised particularly have 
nothing to do with sociology and would have to be taken account of in 
your reply” (March 2, 1938, LWP/7:11). Wirth sounds uneasy about 
Mannheim’s angry enthusiasm; he urges Mannheim to allow his “article 
to stand on its own feet as a clarifying argument” and to refuse to stoop 
to answer every nonsensical question that is raised.” Mannheim never 

answered his critics. . 15 

Wirth’s manifest reservations may have helped to deter Mannheim. 
For Wirth, as he wrote to Mannheim, the discussion between Speier 
and Gerth was not the interesting part of the Atlantic City conference. 
He did not even attend the panel organized by Parsons. In the United 
States, the site of the decisive “dispute” about Mannheim s Ideology 
and Utopia was the meeting of the Sociological Research Association 
(SRA), where Wirth himself defended Ideology and Utopia against 
Robert M. Maclver and Read Bain (March 2, 1938, LWP/7:11). 16 The 
level of discussion was not high. Both sides combined to deflate the 
brilliance of the book; the attackers relied on hostile American stereo¬ 
types of portentous German self-importance, and the defender on 
American idealizations of sober, craftsmanlike social science method. 
Yet by comparison, the debate between Gerth and Speier must have 
struck the Americans present as a typical refugee display. Speaking as 
they did, these contenders could not determine the reception of 
Mannheim’s book in American sociology. 17 The debate held under the 
auspices of the Sociological Research Association was a different 
matter, however. 
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Dispute 2: The Principals at the Table 

The Sociological Research Association has been puzzling to students 
of the history of American sociology because it arises from the contro¬ 
versies attending the “coup” in the American Sociological Society be¬ 
tween 1932 and 1936, but its membership cuts across the conflicting 
sides. Its activities soon become so uncontroversial that, by 1951, the 
approved history of the discipline by a past president of the Society (and 
member of the SRA) dismisses it as “little more than a catalogue of self- 
elected members” (Odum 1951:381). The Association is a counterpart 
of the American Sociological Review , which also was founded in 1936. 
Both institutional innovations appear to have been of slight importance, 
but only in retrospect, because both furthered the evolution of a disci¬ 
plinary community whose discourse is complex enough to internalize 
the disturbances they manifested and to render them harmless for a gen¬ 
eration. In 1937, however, they betokened a “situation ripe for compro¬ 
mise” in Mannheim’s 1928 sense, a situation that was absorbing as well 
as noisy. The profession s bargaining—and the preliminary bargaining 
about bargaining left little flexibility for an encounter with an addi¬ 
tional party as demanding as Karl Mannheim. Bargaining with Ideology 
and Utopia occurred from a fixed position. 

When Mannheim represented himself in his publications and his 
correspondence with Wirth as fit arbitrator between “German” and 
“American” sociology (Mannheim [1931] 1953, [1934] 1953), he was 
recapitulating his efforts at integration after his establishment in Frank¬ 
furt. In his 1932 address to German sociology teachers, Mannheim pro¬ 
moted a plan of instruction and research that was supposed to integrate 
accepted German approaches with the Chicago model of “social sci¬ 
ence” (Mannheim 1932a). As Wirth’s “Preface” to Ideology and Utopia 
shows, ‘social science” was the common ground between them. 18 By 
1937, however, Chicago Social Science was urgently engaged in rene¬ 
gotiating its deal with an American sociology whose transformation had 
been announced by a coalition’s “coup” against Chicago hegemony. At 
the same time, as a measure of the progress of these negotiations, the 
leaders of the electoral and constitutional rebellion initiated in 1932 found 
that they were virtually shut out of the new arrangements which their 
actions had precipitated. Luther L. Bernard, the insurgent president 
elected in 1932, whose committee spawned the new official journal, 
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was relegated to a disappointing role on the editorial board of the Ameri¬ 
can Sociological Review, although his nominal allies were in charge; 
also, he was excluded from the Sociological Research Association (Ban¬ 
nister 1987:215-22; cp.Faris 1967:121). The “political” outburst of 1932 
had unanticipated consequences: sociology was reinstitutionalized on 
terms that militated against the implicit “liberal” politics of the older 
reformist social science (see Gunnell 1993). 

The Sociological Research Association originated in 1936 from con¬ 
sultations among sociologists who were anxious to maintain an authorita¬ 
tive voice for the profession in its relations with principal research funding 
agencies (Bannister 1987: 217). According to Faris (1967: 121), the pre¬ 
cipitating worry was the politicization of the Society’s elections: Such 
political activity caused some of the leading members of the Society, not 
all of whom were Chicago men, to feel that the integrity of the society was 
being threatened.... Such a concern led to the formation of the Socio¬ 
logical Research Association, an organization...originally envisioned 
as a fortress to which the objective scholar might retreat if the American 
Sociological Society were to be diverted from its traditional purpose by 
the new regime.” Its character as a mediating forum is made clear by the 
fact that of the preliminary list of forty-nine members in 1938, “eight 
were at the University of Chicago.. .ten of the fourteen members of the 
the ASS executive committee belonged, as well as five of the nine mem¬ 
bers of the editorial board of the new ASR” (Bannister 1987: 218). The 
founders adopted a cooptative design for an organization with restricted 
membership, a plan rejected earlier for ASS, but they included influential 
sociologists from the methodological poles of the discipline. 

Mannheim’s two critics in December 1937 represented the extremes 
of the SRA. Maclver was derided by some empiricists as a “mystic’ 
because of his concentration on conceptual and methodological prob¬ 
lems. Bain, a late replacement for W.F. Ogbum (Wirth to Mannheim, 
August 17,1937, LWP/7:11)—the most prominent sociologist to be rig¬ 
orously “objectivistic” in his scientific ambitions—was a less than loyal 
follower of the original dissidents. Scoffing at the Sociological Research 
Association, even while retaining his membership, Bain said that the 
SRA incoherently combined “some who think research is solely quanti¬ 
tative, some who think sociology is repetitive mouthing of Wissen- 
ssoziologie and other Germanic maunderings, some who think sociology 
is social work, social survey, case studies, and God knows what” (Ban- 
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mster 1987: 218). Bain’s polemical analysis indicates his lack of socio¬ 
logical subtlety: in its time, the organization was constituted by com¬ 
plex probes and exchanges, not homogeneity. Only later did become an 

^ 1 dinn ? Pafty ’ With the P artici P ants as their own guests of honor 
When Mannheim’s Ideology and Utopia was debated, the meeting was 
serious and the mvited audience comprised the most powerful members 
of the organized profession. In this setting, Louis Wirth backed his in¬ 
vestment m Mannheim, speaking strongly in support of Ideology and 
Utopia, but he hedged it too. 19 Afterwards Wirth cut his losses and be¬ 
came increasingly comfortable with the bargain that was struck 
In his confrontation with Bain, Wirth has to match his earnest discur¬ 
sive style against an overbearing cleverness, as epitomized in Bain’s 
word-juggling conclusion to the parodistic opening pages in which he 
applies the categories of Ideology and Utopia to “the present disorgani¬ 
zation of sociology, a possible flight of the Gadarene swine”: “The re¬ 
mainder of my remarks will be more or less dogmatic. This has a certain 
appropriateness since the temper of the book is essentially dogmatic and 
ex cathedra . This method will have the additional value of presenting 
my subjective reactions to the book and thereby revealing the ideologi- 
cal and possibly Utopian foundations of my mind to those who are skill¬ 
ful m Mannheimian analysis” (RB:3). 

Bain’s charge against Mannheim is that he could Ieam nothing from 
Ideology and Utopia that he did not already know because “the exposi¬ 
tion of simple matters is often pretentious, verbose and muddy as if the 
author were struggling with ideas which have long been commonplace 
to American sociologists” (RB:4). Presenting a philosophy of history 
not a sociology of knowledge-“whatever that is"—Mannheim (says 
Bain) offers nothing but a wealth of “vague generalizations” cast in ob¬ 
scure and arbitrary language. Bain singles out the treatment of intellec¬ 
tuals, which he considers a conflation of two incompatible, equally 
unsound analyses, as well as the distinction between biology and spirit 
Mannheim, he says mockingly, does not even have as good a method for 
unveiling hidden motives as Freud. Bain rejects the ill-informed attacks 
on statistical, behavioristic investigations” that he finds in the book, 

and he denies the contention that the nonrationalized sphere has been 
diminished m any way. 

Although Bain’s polemic on the last two points situates him clearly in 
the immediate context of disagreements about the uses of German soci- 
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ology, his sarcastic conclusion indicates his more general impatience 
with the process of differentiation and reconstitution in the discipline: 
“Sociologists will become more understandable to each other when and 
if they develop a conceptual scheme as commonly accepted by them as 
is the case with the symbolic consensus of hyperspace-time mathemati¬ 
cians. However, when the sociologists get so they can understand each 
other better than they do now, it will be correspondingly difficult for 
anyone else to understand them. So I suppose there will always be work 

for sociologists of knowledge” (RB:10). 

In reply, Wirth first complains that Bain’s procedure of dogmatic asser¬ 
tion “necessarily makes any succeeding comments appear like a complete 
apologia,” disrupting “the progressive clarification of central issues” (LWP/ 
65:4). His first concern is with the constitution of the discussion. Bain s 
manner makes it much more difficult for Wirth to talk past him to explore 
possible compromises with the others. From the viewpoint of negotiation 
theory, Wirth faces a party firmly fixed in position; he has to counter his 
sweeping claims, even while trying to amend the rules of encounter. 

Wirth takes his lead from Bain’s contention that his own dogmatism 
simply mirrors Mannheim’s. He argues for the openness, the reason¬ 
ableness, the moderation, the profound preparation grounding the book. 
Repeatedly citing the opinion of the educated world against him, he also 
contends that Bain lacks the information needed to recognize Mannheim’s 
allusions to empirical studies supporting his principal claims. If there is 
nothing to learn in the book, he asks, how does one explain the imme¬ 
diate, continuous and intensive discussion...it has received by respon¬ 
sible scholars?” Bain thinks it a vague generalization to distinguish 
between European and American “realism” by the greater attention paid 
to class structure and historical periodization in the former. Wirth re¬ 
plies, implicitly asserting his own authority, “It is strange that Bain feels 
it possible to deny so dogmatically the validity of a comparison which 
became something of a commonplace, not merely among European stu¬ 
dents, but also among American sociologists who have compared the 
content of sociological analysis here and abroad or who in the post-war 
years personally visited European, and especially German, centers of 
sociological investigation,”—as did Wirth himself. Bain claims to be 
perplexed by Mannheim’s uses of the terms subjective and objective, 
the expression rationalization. Wirth counters that “so little are 
Mannheim’s uses of the [latter term] ‘strange and unusual’ that they are 
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wt ^ Tf f 58 dlscussed that very respectable source the 
Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences ,” a disingenuous response in view 

o he prominence of refugee scholars, including Mannheim among the 
computers to that compilation. Wirth uses similar reasonftg from a 7 
dionty to counter Barn’s claims that Mannheim’s distinction between 

° rhi r onCept historicism are eccentric, 
admits that Mannheim s distinction between biological and tran- 

tasfrtsThar’to ft " are r ‘° r e PUZZling *° 1116 A” 16 ™ 3 " reader,” but 
ists that to those who are familiar with the intellectual tradition and 

terminology of the culture from which this book comes’ ftev are no 

more puzzling than Bain’s use of “societal” would be to a Gelan so- 

C1 \f ,e r‘ familiar with American social scientific literature. 

Mannheim s supposed indifference to empirical work evaporates 

ak°to whilh B ,rth ’ 7“ UiS reC ° 8niZed tbat his analysis of intellectu¬ 
als to which Bam objects, is “simply taken... from the results of com 

™h a ” “i?Ba!!, C w'V n r' mOUS) jUd8mem ° f S P eciaIized historical 
research. If Bam wishes to convince anyone that this view is unsound 

r 7,7™* new data ” Bain misquotes Mannheim on Ins 
doubts about the scope of statistical method, according to Wirth be 
cause the full context shows him to be equally anxious lo counTer tac 

“relXe’Cn7“ l‘ meth ° ds - 11,6 distinction between 

relative and “relational” is novel indeed, Wirth concedes but 

annheim expounds it at length, and the meaning he intends is clear 

Wirft claims no more for it. Finally, Wirth denies that Mannheim is 

indifferent to method, citing his brief remarks and his reference to his 

own illustrative experiment in “Conservative Thought,” but he concedes 

m parentheses: “It may certainly be added that a precise and consciously 

contrived methodology for the sociology of knowledge does no yeTet 

“ “ * Methodol °^ * Presumably fte point wL re" 

Wmh wanted the discussion to begin. 

,,„ N f aClV a r ’ however> offers him sca nt relief. 20 His manner is earnest 
bu his judgment is no less harsh. Like Bain, Maclver implies that the 
critical encounter with Ideology and Utopia is mostly a matter of pro 
phylaxis for sociological theory, the response that ultimately distinguishes 
fte American from the German dispute about the work. Maclver charges 

trineft^m-ahTaff m* P T°‘“ ga “dangerous”philosophicaldoc- 
trine that might afford much comfort to our modem totalitarians ” in 

stead of analyzing “even a single case” to substantiate the claims of the 





232 Karl Mannheim and the Crisis of Liberalism 

“much heralded ‘sociology of knowledge”’ (RM). Ye, Maclver tore 
Mannheim no ill will. In fact, he materially assisted him in W^he 
Mannheim appeared in urgent need of an American refuge, 
meeting was not about personal matters, or about human decency to 
recognized refugees scholars. 

Maclver (RM) welcomes Mannheim’s attention to a problem that 
Maclver formulates as “whether [and] in how far the soc'al derivation 
of our thinking prevents it from discovering the reality or the truth 
things” (RM: 1). But he calls Mannheim’s handling of the problem am¬ 
biguous confusing, and wholly inadequate.” He scoffs a, Mannheims 
attempt to explain his concept of ideology as an uncompromising exten¬ 
sion of Marxists’ insight into their opponents’ thinking and concludes 
patronizingly: “Both parties had resorted to ‘wishful thmkmg, asi as 
been less pretentiously called by one of our own sociologists ^M_ 1). 
Despite the tone, however, Maclver professes eagerness to 
Mannheim proposes to overcome the consequences of social scie 
thought’s being “tainted with relativity” by virtue of its unavoidable at¬ 
tention to “realities” that are not “value-free.” Yet Mannheim merely 
skirts the problem, he maintains. Maclver stigmatizes Mannheimsth^ 
ses as a heaping-up of dubious opinions, and concludesthat Mannhems 
formulations of both problem and solution rest on the Hegelian ele¬ 
ment in Mannheim’s own Marxism.” “The integration ofmany errors 
into one truth, dearly beloved in principle by our modem Hegehans, he 
oraculates, “surely pertains to the realm of alchemy g 

Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge is identified by its pretenses of 
being not merely a “pathology of knowledge,” but also a new science 
able to uncover the truth hidden in ideologies. Mannheim, states Maclv , 
proposes to “revise the thesis ‘that the genesis of a proposition is under 

all circumstances irrelevant to its truth’” (RM: 3). 

The rest of Maclver’s comments dwell on this ostensible philosophi- 
cal core of Mannheim’s book. The argument, says Maclver, rests on a 
confusion between validity and meaning; it bewilders the reader by l 
play with “existence”; it illegitimately relies on the very distinctions it 
has called into question. “Has no water flowed under the bridge be¬ 
tween die day of Hegel and the day of Max Weber?” Maclver expostu¬ 
lates" further echoing von Schelting. “Surely, after the illuminating 
analysis of the greatest of German sociologists there is less excuse for 
the equation of ‘understanding’ as an intellectual process and judging 
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as a normative one” (RM:8). Maclver concedes that Mannheim has done 
some “excellent work” in “characterizing a particular approach or set of 
attitudes,” that Maclver assumes to have been the objective of a work 
that he oddly identifies as “his book, Das Conservative Denken .” He 
also praises Mannheim for inspiring beyond Marxist simplifications in 
studying “the relation between the social conditions of a group at a given 
time and its intellectual habits.” This is a proper “scientific objective.” 
Mannheim goes wrong, according to Maclver, because he also “pro¬ 
claims the ‘sociology of knowledge’...as a scientific instrument for 
the discovery of the realities which these approaches purport to inter¬ 
pret” (RM: 4). In this respect, Maclver believes, Mannheim’s sociology 
of knowledge cannot bear fruit. 

Wirth’s rebuttal (LWP/ 65:4) covers many detailed points, but centers 
on the defense of the sociology of knowledge as a properly sociological 
enterprise: “The point is.. .that Maclver ought not to have identified his 
strictures on Mannheim’s epistemological discussion as being strictures 
on the sociology of knowledge.” In wholly identifying the subdiscipline 
with an adventurous speculation incidental to Mannheim’s work, says 
Wirth, Maclver has neglected “the more purely sociological question of 
the social conditioning of knowledge” for the sake of his own special 
interest in epistemology; and this not only distorts Mannheim’s contribu¬ 
tion but also unjustly transfers “his critical animus against a particular 
writer.. .to a field of study.” Wirth counters, quoting Ideology and Uto¬ 
pia, that for Mannheim the “principal problem” of the sociology of knowl¬ 
edge is “the purely empirical investigation through description and 
structural analysis of the ways in which social relationships, in fact, influ¬ 
ence thought’” (Mannheim 1936a: 239). 22 The epistemological inquiry to 
which such study may lead, according to Mannheim, does not affect the 
findings of the sociological investigation. Maclver’s narrow emphasis leads 
him to slight Mannheim’s sociological achievements. The dismissive in¬ 
troduction of the homely “wishful thinking” into the discussion fails to 
acknowledge that Mannheim’s contrast between particular and total con¬ 
cepts of ideology serves especially to distinguish sociological from psy¬ 
chological approaches. 

Maclver ignores Mannheim diagnosis of the widely acknowledged 
crisis of political thought and disregards his “singularly penetrating analy¬ 
sis” of the contending “modes of thought.” Wirth argues that Mannheim’s 
concept of “synthesis” is far from an alchemistic “mystery.” It rests on a 
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detailed explanation of special circumstances under which “each of the 
thought systems which are contending centers around a different aspect 
of reality,” which it brings into “sharp focus,” at the cost of unwarranted 
“over-generalization.” For reasons that Mannheim develops sociologi¬ 
cally, Wirth thinks that contemporary intellectuals have a potential for 
“eliminating the overgeneralizations and allocating them to their restricted 
but legitimate spheres of application.” While Mannheim does not in fact 
maintain that social conditioning leads to truth more frequently than to 
error, his insight into the possibility of such occurrences is borne out, for 
example, by the “consensus among specialists” about the beneficial 
impetus given to economic theory by the “apologetic function” it per¬ 
forms when it is stated in exaggerated form. Social factors are even 
more likely to be implicated in social sciences dependent on “Verstehen.” 
Yet Maclver errs, says Wirth, in thinking that Mannheim is indifferent 
to the risks while uncovering the compensating “advantages that come 
from such a multiplicity of stimulations.” 

As in his preface to Ideology and Utopia, Wirth declines to explore 
philosophically the grounds supporting the truth claims of findings 
reached by adequate sociological method. His aim is to rescue sociol¬ 
ogy of knowledge as a special sociology for which apt methods have yet 
to be distilled from an abundance of applied efforts and speculation. 
Mannheim’s book is to be welcomed as a profound stimulus to thought 
and a repository of brilliant illustrative investigations. Above all, Wirth 
hopes that Mannheim will be acknowledged as a collaborator in a “co¬ 
operative,” continuing scholarly activity that is recognized as sociologi¬ 
cal by the profession. 

Wirth’s overriding objective in his dealings with fellow-sociologists, 
including Mannheim, is implicit in his criticism of the published volumes 
of the three Congresses of German Sociologists held during the 1920s: 

In the papers themselves, and more clearly, in the discussions, the sharp division 
into schools of thought in the ranks of German sociology is revealed. For the most 
part matters of opinion still hold the center of the stage, and one can only hope that 
the beginnings which are being made of stating problems in such a fashion that 
they can be proved or disproved by means of factual evidence rather than authori¬ 
tative pronouncements will characterize the programs of our German colleagues in 
the future. (LWP/56:10) 23 

Wirth’s commitment to an empirical and cumulative sociology, mani¬ 
fest as well in his consultant’s report to the Social Science Research 
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Council in 1937, required him to prevent the formation of anything like 
a Mannheim “school”—or even to associate himself, in Mannheim’s 
words, with “a tendency that identifies itself with me. (Mannheim to 
Wirth, December 28, 1936, LWP/7:11). 

Wirth’s late reply to the letter in which Mannheim uses this language 
of school formation quietly signals the direction in which he hoped to 
take the discussion. “During the coming year,” he writes in mid-1937,1 
shall again give a course on the Sociology of Intellectual Life, which I 
am coming to think is a better translation of Wissenssoziologie than the 
Sociology of Knowledge” (August 17, 1937, LWP/7:11). Mannheim’s 
appropriation of Scheler’s coinage of the German term was carefully 
considered. In the 1929 prospectus for the publication series in which 
Ideologic und Utopie originally appeared, Mannheim writes about the 
relationship between philosophy and sociology in his designs: 

In the collaboration between the two disciplines, the aim is not to erase the bound¬ 
ary lines between them but to achieve mutual enrichment. Imposing sociology on 
intrinsically philosophical inquries is as little the objective as burying the empiri¬ 
cal methods of the social sciences under vain speculation. Cooperation cannot hope 
for more than, on the one hand, showing philosophy its point of contact with this 
most recent stage in the world-orientation of science and life and, on the other, 
directing sociology’s research drive, in its empirical penetration of the world, to¬ 
wards a [philosophically defined] unified objective. Philosophy loses itself if it 
becomes estranged from the world and fails to address the contemporary, and soci¬ 
ology, if its inquiries lose their [proper] focus. 24 

Wirth’s shift from “knowledge” to “intellectual life” abandons a vital 
dimension of Mannheim’s conception. The defensive posture to which 
Wirth is driven by the negotiation from fixed positions (common to both 
Bain and Maclver) apparently prevent him from offering this conces¬ 
sion in Atlantic City. Although he does not announce this narrowing of 
implicit claims, his aim is clearly to negotiate recognition for a field of 
study within a common sociological discipline—in boundaries conge¬ 
nial to von Wiese or Parsons—rather than to serve as advocate for 
Mannheim’s ambitious and unfinished theoretical project. Mannheim 
knew his own book, however. The risks he took in it—and the demands 
he makes through it—could not be justified without deeper reflections 
about sociology than Wirth was prepared to entertain. 

Ideology and Utopia leaves Atlantic City as a book weighty enough 
to attract the attention of well-known sociologists but intellectually too 
unwieldy for production-minded professionals. In short, it is a book to 
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stimulate undergraduates when coached by suitable teachers; and Wirth 
leaves it at that. The American destiny of Ideology and Utopia was a 
function of several simultaneous negotiations to which Louis Wirth was 
party, and the outcome left important aspects of the book needlessly 
opaque to sociology because the decisive negotiations approximated more 
nearly the zero-sum type of negotiating from fixed positions than the 
win-win model based on recognition of interdependence. Wirth is nego¬ 
tiating with Mannheim about the contents of the book in the context of 
his wanting an important voice in the relations between German and 
American sociology; he is active in the negotiations about relations be¬ 
tween Park’s Chicago sociology and the rest of the profession in several 
forums, especially the journals and the Social Science Research Coun¬ 
cil; and he is bargaining about the book with influential sociologists in 
the context of his larger concern about securing recognition for the soci¬ 
ology of knowledge—or the sociology of intellectual life—as a subfield 
of the discipline. 25 Mannheim’s hopes are defeated by competing de¬ 
mands on Wirth. 

Robert K. Merton ([1941] 1968) finished Wirth’s work four years 
later, offering a detailed sociological insider’s rereading of Mannheim’s 
book. He extracts and recasts the issues that make sense within the 
wider disciplinary frame of reference he subsequently helped consoli¬ 
date (Merton [1949] 1968). Merton thinks that Mannheim’s excessive 
philosophizing exemplifies a European penchant for speculation and 
distracts him from the unfinished business of specifying the principal 
propositions of his suggestive sociology of knowledge so they can be 
tested and refined through a systematic research program. On the ques¬ 
tion of methodology as such, Mannheim suffers from his limited fa¬ 
miliarity with psychologically and analytically more subtle American 
writings; on the question of values, he needlessly obscures his return 
to neo-Kantian findings about the value-relevance of topic choices. 
Mannheim merits recognition for intuitions, insights, and hunches, 
many of which can be restated to guide exact research; and he stands 
out for his imaginative projection of an impartial new inquiry. Merton 
appreciates Mannheim’s exploratory studies, especially the study of 
conservative thought, but he finds it more useful to abstract a “para¬ 
digm” of central questions for a positive science in this field—ex¬ 
tended to include mass communications data—than to dwell critically 
on Mannheim’s pioneering ventures. Merton’s conception of Mannheim 
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as a deserving seer, earning respect for his courageous anticipation of 
problems and themes that others must now explore with scientific rigor 
became canonical in sociology. ’ 

Sociological theory would have been better served if the profession 
had not been prevented by its internal preoccupations from sharing Ken¬ 
neth Burke’s fascination with Mannheim’s contribution to exploring “the 
relation between politics and knowledge,” especially the shifting bound- 
anes between ideology, utopia, and political knowledge (Burke 1937). 
The possibilities of win-win bargaining with Mannheim’s thought de¬ 
pend less on attitudes towards philosophy than on recognition of the 
crisis of liberalism and acceptance of Mannheim as contributor in the 
multisided dialogue about political understanding. The sociological pro¬ 
fession was caught up in strivings to acquire “normal science” in Kuhn’s 
sense; thus works were classified either as dead “heritage” or as scien¬ 
tific contribution (cp. Ruschemeyer 1981; Nelson 1990). 

Wirth attempted to make the case that Ideology and Utopia was a 
genuine scientific contribution, but he could not rescue the book from 
relegation to the status of “classic.” He accepted the logical consequences 
of this organizational judgment. In 1946 Wirth cooly refused when Kurt 
. Wolff, a younger colleague he had mentored, sought his help in se¬ 
curing funds for writing a book solicited by Karl Mannheim for his In¬ 
ternational Library of Sociology and Social Reconstruction: 


As to your contemplated book on the Sociology of Knowledge... I hope 

The diff, OU b re if T Pt 7u°/ e 1 V J el °P the ^eas...more or less systematically. 
The difficulty, I find, with the field is that there is so much talk and so little actual 
researeh that we tend to make the field a critique of one another’s ideas, but IC! 
J few P®°P le wh ° are actually, modestly inquiring into some little phase of a 
problem and doing some empirical research on it. (June 12, 1946, LWP/13:8) 


The bargain brokered by Wirth excluded much theoiy when it stiema- 
tized philosophy. 26 6 

Edward Shils’ preliminary memorandum (LWP) for Wirth’s rejoin¬ 
der to Maclver documents a different American encounter with Ideol- 
ogy and Utopia, still critical and in a bargaining mode, but more open to 
Mannheim’s own priorities in the book, a competition premised on col¬ 
laboration. As befits a good staff worker, Shils numbers objectionable 
points m the text and provides Wirth with most of the counterpoints he 
uses. In a curious reversal of normal relations between apprentice and 
master, however, Wirth prefers to quote Mannheim where Shils has more 
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confidence in his own elegant and often more precise formulations. Where 
Wirth speaks generally of the “more purely sociological question of the 
social conditioning of knowledge,” Shils poses “the sociological prob¬ 
lem” untouched by Maclver as “what is the relationship between the 
goals, values, ideals and norms involved in social action and our per¬ 
ceptions and theoretical formulations of an analytical and ethical char¬ 
acter?” Where Wirth quotes Mannheim to show why Maclver’s reference 
to “wishful thinking” misses the distinction between psychological and 
sociological levels of analysis, Shils demonstrates working command 
of Mannheim’s concepts of styles and structures of thinking. Shils re¬ 
peatedly challenges the “objectivism” in Maclver’s critique, contrasting 
it with Maclver’s own instrumentalist strictures on other occasions, as 
well as the sociological thought of Sumner, Max Weber, Tonnies, Tho¬ 
mas, Park, and Cooley. “If one takes Maclver’s point of view in a thor¬ 
oughgoing way,” Shils suggests, “one is forced into a behavioristic 
position.” Wirth leaves this kind of criticism strictly alone, perhaps be¬ 
cause it entails acknowledgment of historical divisions among socio¬ 
logical theorists, as well as an unconditional rejection of the view that 
Mannheim is only concerned to explain and undermine ideological in¬ 
trusions into rational thinking, a rejection more sweeping than Wirth 
wants to put on record. 27 

While Wirth is content to cite agreement among economists as au¬ 
thority for the claim that economics has benefitted from contributions 
activitated by political objectives, Shils offers his own assessment of the 
analytical achievements of Marx, Burke, Savigny and Adam Smith, link¬ 
ing their economic theories to their “sharply-defined political ethical 
attitudes.” Shils challenges Maclver: “Are we to assume then that all 
their errors were due to their ethical motivations and all their correct 
perceptions were due to their untrammelled free intelligences?” He apolo¬ 
gizes for making what sounds like an ad hominem argument, but con¬ 
tends that “such a conclusion sounds too much like the uberholte 
Aufklarungs [obsolete Enlightenment] doctrines of Helvetius and 
Condorcet—and that is the position into which Maclver is forced. Par¬ 
enthetically, Shils notes that the Wissenssoziologie promoted by Speier 
in his review of Ideology and Utopia “must [also] fall into this position 
or else postulate some purely rationalized personality which makes some 
men into philosophers.” He returns to Speier later in the memorandum. 
In their critiques, Speier and Maclver agree in deprecating Mannheim s 
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claim of a connection between the sharpening of political conflict and 
the rising awareness of ideological mechanisms, Shils remarks. Yet Speier 
is implicitly smgled out as someone whose conscientious scholarship 
and engagement in sociology of knowledge opens him to continuous 
reassessment: “Speier...tells me that he is now making some studies 
o wissenssoziologische Ansatze [moves towards sociology of knowl¬ 
edge] m the 18th Century, and discovers that the awareness of duplicity 
eigning ‘ideology,’ and self-delusion was most sharply pronounced 
among those writers who participated actively in court intrigues and 
duplicity. Certainly here is a discovery or a rediscovery of the first order 
which was made possible not merely by outside observation but by in- 
ner participation.” By his example, Shils is urging Wirth to speak as an 

insider in sociology of knowledge (Wolff 1974:556-59) but Wirth 
insists on distance. 5 

,, Th °'f; cific differences between Shils and Wirth are less important 
than Shils eagerness to engage challenges such as Mannheim’s “dy¬ 
namic synthesis,” linkage between genesis and validity (where he works 
openly on an interpretation about which he is “not entirely clear”) and 
other difficult issues at the border between sociology and philosophy, 
hils stresses the superiority of the work done by Mannheim and his 
students—especially the dissertations by Gerth and Speier—when com- 
pared to even the best Marxist efforts, citing Franz Mehring’s Zur 

de l PhiloSOphie ’ Karl Kautsky’s studies, Otto Bauer’s 
Wehbtld des Kapitalismus, and Georg Lukacs’ Geschichte and 
Klassenbewufitsein “of which the latter two are the very best works 
before Mannheim.” He welcomes methodological constructs worth de¬ 
veloping and lashes out at “negative bickering and complaining ap¬ 
proaches instead of a collaborative attitude of desiring to begin where 
Mannheims stops and to clarify and carry the thing further.” “The thing 
to emphasize,” he advises, “is that Ideology and Utopia represents a 
rich field of concrete research possibilities of which Maclver doesn’t 
seem to be aware.” Shils was an unusually gifted postgraduate student 
s eeped in the German theoretical literature, but his intense response to 
annheim s book is nevertheless of some general significance. He was 
already anti-Marxist. He was dedicated to empirical research But he 
was not engaged in institutionalizing sociology, and thus free to get ex¬ 
cited and to be troubled by a difficult and essayistic tour de force at 
least for a while. 28 ’ 





240 


Karl Mannheim and the Crisis of Liberalism 


As a discipline, sociology declined Mannheim’s offer. John Gunnell 
(1993) maintains that American political theory, in contrast, was una e 
to cope with the philosophical complexities pressed by the refugees; the 
result was a damaging division between a behaviorist political science 
devoid of self-critical reflection and a segregated arena in which politi¬ 
cal theories do battle without sufficient reference to the experiences of 
American political life. For a generation, American sociology avoided 
such divisions. The discipline’s resistance to Mannheim illustrates the 
mechanisms by which this result was achieved, as well as its intellectual 
costs. Karl Mannheim lacked the bargaining power (and the bargaining 
agent) to enter the American sociological profession on terms he could 
accept. It was as a stimulating political thinker that he gained recogni¬ 
tion, and the ensuing opportunities most promising to him surprisingly 
arose in England. 


Notes 

1. Mannheim is referring to the work posthumously revised for publication as Es¬ 
says on the Sociology of Culture by Ernst Manheim and Paul Kecskemeti The 
lead essay is “Towards the Sociology of the Mind: An Introduction (Mannheim 

2. Beveridge gained the support of the Professorial Council in 1934, censuring Laski 
for his columns in the Daily Herald (Beveridge 1960: 55). The new director, 
Carr-Saunders, returned Laski to influence and high morale, when he took over 
from Beveridge in 1938. Coincidentally, one of Carr-Saunders first projects was 

to replace Mannheim. See Newman 1993. . , . itr . 

3. The chairman of the department ultimately wrote Wirth in embarrassment. Dean 
Redfield reports that he has been able to pry loose $100 for ManiAeim if you 
think we could induce him to come out for that amount and visit us (W.F. Ogbum 

to Wirth, January 24, 1940, LWP/7:11). , , 

4 Von Wiese speaks after E.W. Burgess, Robert E. Park, William F. Ogbum, and 
Lewis L. Lorwin. Louis Wirth took responsibility for translating von Wiese s 
paper (Von Wiese to Wirth, November 20, 1934 LWP/ 66:8). 

5. The unpublished research of the American sociologist, Earle E. Eubank (EEEP, 
Kasler 1991), further complicates the picture of von Wiese s relationship to 
Mannheim, as well as von Wiese’s standing among German sociologists. In 1934, 
Eubank, an unremarkable professor at the University of Cincinnati and author o 
a textbook on sociological concepts, began a project on the makers of Euro¬ 
pean sociology. Helped by several American sociologists, especially Howard 
Becker, he planned and conducted interviews with European sociologists, most 
during a field trip to Europe during the summer of 1934. His interview protocols 
record personal impressions (reinforced by snapshots), general conversations, 

and a research focus on the single reputational question about makers and out¬ 
standing leaders” of sociology in the various countries. They conform to Eubank s 
characterization of the book he still hoped to produce seven years later (with 
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Antonin Obdrbi k): “It will not deal with abstruse questions of sociological theory 
but will be more of a chatty ‘travelogue’ sort of book” (EEEP: 11,2). Dirk Kasler’s 
tabular distillation of Eubank’s interviews with German sociologists (Kasler 1991- 
612) lists von Wiese as the only informant to include Mannheim on his list of 
makers ; and Kasler thinks the reference is favorable enough to warrant his 
coding it with a double plus, his highest assessment. Eubank did not interview 
von Wiese in Germany but at home in Cincinnati, where he brought von Wiese 
for a guest lecture in the winter of von Wiese’s visiting year in the United States. 
Despite the possible bias introduced by von Wiese’s calculations about the fitting 
i no f t ° sa ^ r to a we M _conn ected American sociologist under the circuijnstances of 
1935, his assessment of Mannheim as the equal of only von Stein, Simmel, Max 
Weber on his own list of eighteen names, would be remarkable. Kasler’s rating is 
only a rough approximation, however, since von Wiese said nothing more than 
that Mannheim “is one of the ablest of the younger men.” In any case, Eubank’s 
own reading of his interviews—and perhaps his other conversations with von 
Wiese—did not lead him to add Mannheim to the list of “makers” he planned to 
include in his book. In a 1937 master’s thesis stored in Eubank’s project files 
presumably because the author was his principal source of translations from the 
German, Eubank’s student, Nellie Jane Rechenbach, dismisses Mannheim on the 
authority of von Wiese 1931: “Dr von Wiese lists [Mannheim] as a typical expo¬ 
nent of the metaphysical and epistemological sociology—sociology of knowl¬ 
edge” (EEEP: 9,6). Eubank’s interviews in Germany, in Kasler’s judgment, show 
von Wiese matched only by Oppenheimer as a “negative ‘star’” (Kasler 1984:14). 
Of eight sociologists interviewed in Germany and Austria in the summer of 1934 
Oppenheimer, Vierkandt, Tonnies, Spann, and Alfred Weber agree in a character¬ 
ization of von Wiese that Kasler codes with a single minus. Only Sombart and 
Freyer gave him a positive rating. This odd assortment indicates, first, that von 
Wiese s German colleagues apparently failed to share the assessment of von Wiese 
current among influential American sociologists, and, second, that assumptions 
about politicization in the German profession in 1934 have to be subtle—Freyer 
and Spann were the sociologists on the list closest to the National Socialists but 
they disagreed about von Wiese—and that von Wiese’s accounts of liis profes¬ 
sional difficulties in his letters to Wirth and his memoirs must thus also be treated 
with care. Eubank is an intriguing source, but lightweight. He knew no German 
about German sociology he knew little more than what he gathered from a brief 
preliminary draft of a chapter lent him by Becker, and he was asking politically 
loaded questions in the summer of Hitler’s great purge without any apparent un¬ 
derstanding of the context. His only public report of his research was a cursory 
survey prepared for the International Institute of Sociology in 1935 (Duprat 1935). 

6. Maimheim’s 1931 request for Rockefeller research subsidy for his Sociological 
Institute in Frankfurt was rejected because the assessor found his students’ work 
insufficiently empirical. See RF:RG2-1932/717/77/617 and cp. Craver 1986 for 
the ramifications. Schumpeter reinforced the “philosophical” label (RF:RG2-1933/ 
717/9i/724). The issue resurfaces in the Rockefeller Foundation’s exchanges with 
the London School of Economics (RF/RG 1.1/401 S/73/969), and again a month 
before Mannheim’s death (RF/RG1.2/200S/540/4616). 

7. Shils not only translated Ideology and Utopia (Shils 1981), but also prepared 
memoranda for Wirth’s preface. Archival evidence also indicates that Shils com- 

r. leC “ eS f ° r Wirth ’ s first course on the sociology of knowledge 
(LWP/66:2 and Shils interview, August 25, 1967, AA). The documentary record 
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is unequivocal. All in Shils’ unmistakable handwriting: analytical reading notes 
on Mannheim, Griinwald, Plessner, and others; the analytical outline and the bulk 
of lecture notes for the first offering of Wirth’s sociology of knowledge course in 
1935 and lectures on intellectuals. Even after his departure from Chicago, Shils 
collaborated with Wirth on issues arising out of Ideology and Utopia. Wirth s 
1937 rejoinder to Robert Maclver’s critique of Mannheim in Atlantic City rests 
on a detailed memorandum from Shils (LWP/65:4; LWP/67:2). 

8. Mannheim to Wirth on July 3, 1937. Although there is no detailed published 
information about Speier’s interactions with Mannheim during the years together 
in Heidelberg, both close to Emil Lederer, there are clear indications that 
Mannheim’s recollection of the facts is better founded than his bitter speculation 
about the reasons for change. In the earliest of his own works (Speier 1952), the 
two-part essay “From Hegel to Marx” originally published in 1929 in theArchiv 
fur Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik, Speier’s first footnote sweepmgly cites 
Mannheim’s writings as the source of his method. The second footnote credits 
Lukacs’ Geschichte und Klassenbewufitsein , but adds reservations similar to 
Mannheim’s: “Sociology cannot cede its right to examine Marxism, too, as an 
ideology” (Speier 1952:467). Speier’s 1930 essay on one of Mannheim’s major 
themes, in effect as a review of Ideologic und Utopie, disagrees with Mannheim 
on the social character and mission of intellectuals, as well as on the conception 
of “synthesis” as the decisive mode of adequate social knowledge, but is far from 
condemning Mannheim’s project or approach. It is recognizably the work of an 
apprentice scholar “inspired” by a master, Mannheim (Speier [1930] 1990). 

9 Gerth to Wirth, September 3, 1935; April 19, 1936; October 12, 1937. Wirth 
faithfully backed Gerth through 1939, until he was securely placed, including 
support for a rushed and poorly written SSRC project in January, 1938, all corre¬ 
spondence in LWP/4:1. Speier’s personal backing helped overcome suspicion, 
especially in the exile community, that he was a German agent (Greffrath 1979). 

10. Talcott Parsons wrote Louis Wirth an eight-page rejoinder to Wirth’s review of 
the Structure of Social Action, in which he concentrates on criticisms of his ab¬ 
stractions from Weber’s more historical contextualizing of the “rationality” theme 

(LWP/9.9). , „ xt i 

11. Speier sent Wirth the text of “The Social Determination of Ideas on November 
22,1937 (LWP/11:10). It does not differ in substance from the published version 

(Speier 1937). , 

12. This phenomenon complements the developments analyzed by John G. Gunnell 
(1993) in his stimulating book. “Weimar conversation” is Gunnell’s coinage. 
Concentrating on political theory, Gunnell argues that Strauss and like minded 
antimodemist emigre thinkers radicalized the American academic reaction against 
the previously predominant liberal social science. Gunnell emphasizes the ensu¬ 
ing division between political theory and political science, with both sides as¬ 
suming a philosophically fixed guise unknown to earlier American social science. 
The 1937 episode in Speier’s career suggests another aspect of the situation. The 
American social scientists who called themselves behaviorists found opponents 
like Strauss more congenial than Marxists and other theorists who were in com¬ 
petition with them about the theoretical and methodological consequences of 
modernity. At another level of analysis, the odd coupling of behaviorism and 
antimodemist theory can be explained by their common opposition to leftist 
thought. As Gunnell makes plain, these developments belong to the crisis of lib¬ 
eralism. Mannheim’s complex relations with Christian thought in the late 1930s 
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Wmi4F° S i n “ n il[f St * a Com P ar ? ble tum - After 1937 Mannheim never again made 
himself vulnerable to attacks like Speier’s. 8 

13. After first reading Speier’s Mannheim review (Speier 119371 19851 Gerfh 

th£Cha " 8C - Spei “' S 

W ' VerSi °" ?? ert , h [1937] l985 > in small details 

““T V f'f h i Pa P; r s ^y. evidently edited by Shils after Gerth sent it to 
wrlU! r . the ,^ ,lan " C C,t5, meetin g s (January 13 LWP/4.1). Mannheim asks 
?hTr P rth‘“I? b“ S lalB 3fter reCeiving Gerth ' s re P° rt an d expresses confb 
?3LWn-m”7nil a Str ° , ' l 8 ^'PPOdinonr intelleetnal struggles (February 
1 * t!; L fT., If th re Was a P lan to publish Gerth’s paper, it was abandoned 
15. Mannheim s failure to write the reply may have been influenced by a perception 

fort I toT Patlbl t ty ^ betWee i n C ° ntrOVersy with biologists and his promising ef- 
rt to be accepted as authoritative and representative sociologist by a group of 

influential English policy thinkers (Ziffus 1988). He could not simultaneously 
engage in two such different negotiations. But there is also evidence that he was 

Generously ending to Kurt H. Wolff in 
T. da , ,transmitted criticisms expressed in a seminar Mannheim 

acknowledged that he did not think the epistemological riddle would be solved in 

557?59 e S,Kurt HWolff rf T w“ b ‘ "‘J'J’ 6 had P ° sed » ri S>« (Wolff 1974: 
rPmt^Ai Wolff , The Sociol °8y Of Knowledge. A History and a Theory 

P m- £ i S 3 ? raduate Semm ar, The Ohio State University 1945-19461 un 
published. Partial copy in LWP/66:9. Full copy in AA. X * 461 

16 ‘ M^i mentati ° n f ? r ui heS '^' A ' debates is incom plete. While the talks by Bain and 
dver are available in clean typescript in Wirth’s papers (LWP/65:<) the con¬ 
tents of Wirth s replies have to be taken as identical with rough-typed single- 
th fl a t C wS ge l- n ! h 5 archlves ’ corrected in Wirth’s hand, although kTspossfble 
SU rf Cd heSC t0 fuither editing - There is a further intriguing compli- 
flleS , C ° ntam a number-keyed copy of Maclver’s remarks together 
with a corresponding point by point draft critique in Shils’ hand. The absence of 
a comparable analysis of Bain’s text does not mean that Shils did not supply one 
Mannheim depended so much on Wirth’s commitment to his cause that ft would 
^ ™° rtb hoW far Wirth’s public advocacy was a function of his deal- 

sofs Tt Hazard a" 1 3SSistant ’ by then establishing himself with Par- 

17. Edward Shils reports an additional treatment of Ideology and Utopia at the At- 
antie Ci y meetings. He writes that “[Robert] Lynd, under the guZce of Paul 
LazarsfeW, presented a devastating critique.... He showed no sympathy for 

^ a ^an obieT tem ° °T Cd questioning of the Prevailing belief in die possibil- 
lty of an objective social science” (Shils 1980: 376). It is unclear whether this 
recollection refers to an intervention from the floor at the Parsons section or to a 
eparate presen tati on . It would be surprising if two Columbia sociologists had 
delivered prepared papers on the subject, and it would be especially surprising if 
!w‘c r o S f^ C ti V . e au ^ or Knowledge for What? was one of them. If Shils^memory 

abta t h,m ’j he lnfluence of refugee scholars in both cases is remark^ 

ble. Shils memorandum to Wirth in preparation for the confrontation with 

Caching O^LW/sKlV ““I™' 5 * vioos ■»“*"<* von Schelting’s 
acmng (KL.LWP/67.2). This parallelism, however, also heightens the 1ik#4i 

Kitov miSt ° k 7' y , Sl,bSti !!' ted L y" d Maclver and llzarsfeld for von 
Schelting. The session featuring the Speier and Parsons papers is reported in the 
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American Journal of Sociology 43 (July 1937-May 1938): 812 . The Sociological 
Research Association program is not listed. • 

18 Wirth and Mannheim’s assessments of affinities between Ideology and Utopia 

and Chicago social science are borne out by R.E. r 

Wirth after he finished reading the book: “I was quite thrilled y 1 ■ 

know what sociology of knowledge is. I was surprised and interested to find a 
good many ideas of which I had given some intimation m my pi on ^" 9 U ' 
nication very much more clearly stated m this volume (April 5,1938.LWP 9 9). 

19 Wirth’s contribution to the 1934 plenary sessions of the ASS, when the transla¬ 
tion of Ideology and Utopia was well under way, was a 

five papers on “Regional Research and Regional Planning (Wirth 1935.107 11 )• 

Wirth received Mannheim’s writings on planning shortly after the meetings 
he never answered Mannheim’s repeated eager questions about his ; °P m i " 

them although Mannheim presses the claim that Mensch und Gesellschafi co - 
mem, amiuug r , _ .t wu/To™,*™ 8 1QT5Y There is certainly 


no sien of sociology or Knowledge m — r . , « , j . „ 

cipal 8 target is Chicago’s active antagonist within the ASS, L.L. Bernard, and h 
charges him with empiricism in the crassest sense, data-gathenng without reflec¬ 
tion on questions. Wirth’s compartmentalization of his interests and approaches 

20 MaSver' S publi S h«l a slightly revised version of his comments as a review of 

2. 

to Wirth February 19,1940, LWP/7:11) and later that year supported an applica¬ 
tion to the Rockefeller Foundation to fond Mannheim’s appointment to the Gradu- 
ate Faculty of the New School for Social Research (RF:RGl.l/401S/73/969). 

22. The passage from Ideology and Utopia quoted by Wirth P rovld ^ ^ h e ^ j 
illustration of the adjustments Mannheim made in revising the English transla¬ 
tion. In the German version, the empirical aspect of the sociology of 
is characterized as a matter of phenomenological description and the transition 
epistemological inquiry is treated as a logical step that can be delayed or avoided 
but not called into question (Mannheim [1931] 1952:229). „ . , 

23 Wirth singles out for praise Mannheim’s “Competition presentation in Z™ 

24 The programmatic statement can be found in Mannheim s Announcement (1929) 

' written when he took over the editorship of the series FriXch 

und Soziologie, originally founded by Max Scheler and published by Fnednch 

25 IrTanobUuary^notice, Leopold von Wiese recognizes the importance of disciplin- 
ary negotiations in Wirth’s career, epitomizing Wirth’s achievements with a rec¬ 
ollection of Wirth’s “adroit and clever management of negotiations during th 
folmlg of fte International Sociological Association in 1949. Von Wmse^char. 
acteristic susceptibility to anti-Semitic stereotyping mars his tribute. His ac¬ 
complishments were all the more surprising because Wirth’s outward appearance 
suggested a crafty petty trader rather than a diplomat and scholar. Yet anyone 
who did not know him and formed this opinion after a hasty first impression soon 

found occasion to reconsider” (Wiese 1948: 578). . , 

26 Kurt H. Wolff became the most devoted and original heirof Mannheim s socto- 
logical legacy (Wolff [1971] 1993; 1974, 1978; 1989; 1991). Whi e recognized 
as a social theorist of standing, especially abroad, his position m tlle ^ erlc “ 
niofession has always been contested. In 1947, Loms Wirth responded to a sur- 
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vey of professional opinion about the state and prospects of sociology organized 
by the Carnegie Corporation (LWP 20:2). His meticulous answers to questions 
about “outstanding accomplishments in the social sciences...up to World War 
II” and “major gaps in the social sciences... great unanswered questions” disre¬ 
gard the “sociology of intellectual life” he once professed to see as an area of 
unique achievement and promise. In his only reference to the themes of that in¬ 
quiry, he unconditionally reverses the constitutive base-superstructure relation¬ 
ship: “We have done very little... in making studies of the value systems of our 
society, and various segments thereof, and how their contradictions in Values and 
our hierarchy of values affects our divisions into interest groups and parties which 
become organized around conflict, much of it unavoidable but some of which 
could be carried on more rationally if the issues were more clearly understood.” 

27. Shils expressly objects to Maclver’s paraphrase that “Mannheim suggests 
[that]...relative or situational thinking penetrates...” He counters: “Mannheim 
does not say that situational thinking penetrates into the rest of our thinking (or 
into the whole structure of knowledge) as if the latter were a thing apart, pre¬ 
formed, with its whole categorical apparatus set up and which is then slowly 
colored by certain acts of situational thinking (again Macl[ver] exhibits a rem¬ 
nant of a crude objectivism). If Mannheim’s statements mean anything at all, 
they mean that the ‘whole structure of thought is situationally oriented,’ i.e., ori¬ 
ented towards certain phases of the situation which our striving for the realiza¬ 
tion of our values have brought to our attention as problematic.” 

28. Shils quickly went through a repertoire of other roles within sociology, becoming 
an elder as precociously as he had become a scholar. But his deep encounter with 
Ideology and Utopia haunts his work, whether he cooly judges it a failure, as he 
has sometimes done, or puzzles over its unmerited neglect (Shils 1947, 1968, 
1970). He was in England before the war, associated with Mannheim, and’ 
Mannheim acknowledged Shils as translator of Mensch und Gesellschaft, later 
incorporated in Man and Society. Shils, back in the United States in 1941, wrote 
an appreciative review of the book in The Journal of Liberal Religion, reserving 
objections to lack of detailed analyses, especially of economics. The entire issue 
(Vol.II, Winter 1941) is devoted to Mannheim and Freud, with an editor’s intro¬ 
duction fully accepting Mannheim’s diagnosis that “the present world crisis must 
be interpreted as the prelude either to a totalitarianism that will crush all indi¬ 
vidual freedom or to a new kind of society in which enclaves of freedom will be 
planned and brought into being in the teeth of an irrationalism that is equally 
destructive in its tendency, whether it comes from the conservatives or from the 
revolt of the masses.” The issue also contains Merton’s original essay on “Karl 
Mannheim and the Sociology of Knowledge” (Merton [1941] 1968). In a later 
issue, Shils published a letter from Mannheim thanking both Merton and Shils 
for their objectivity and attentiveness—contrasting Merton with von Schelting— 
and responding to a few points in Shils’ review. Only six years later, in his short 
book on American sociology for an English audience, Shils (1948) finds the new 
locus of theorizing for democracy in Parsons’ sociology and relegates Mannheim 
to a single, patronizing footnote, where he is noted as nothing more than a pur¬ 
veyor of information. Shils neutrally refers to Mannheim after he praises two 
publications that, as a matter of fact, single out Mannheim’s method as the epitome 
of dangerous fallacies: “The best discussions of some of the methodological as¬ 
sumptions of German sociology are Karl Popper’s “The Poverty of Historicism” 
[in Economica (Popper [1944] 1951)] and Talcott Parsons’ The Structure of So- 
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cial Action. Karl Mannheim’s “German Sociology” Politico, Vol. I (1934) pre¬ 
sents a brief survey of the main topics covered in modem German sociology.” 
Shils continues, “There are no treatments of the French background comparable 
to Popper’s and Parson’s” (Shils 1948: 4-5nl), expressly slighting Mannheim’s 
article. In 1948, Julia Mannheim was enraged by a critique of Mannheim that 
Shils showed her in advance of publication, characterizing his criticisms of 
Mannheim as “blind violence to somebody to whom you owe so much” (Julia 
Mannheim-Lang to Edward Shils, April 3, 1948). Later, she wrote her sister, the 
wife of Paul Kecskemeti, that despite her demands Shils had failed to return the 
full text of Mannheim’s uncompleted “Essentials [of Democratic Planning],”— 
the manuscript commissioned by the Institute for World Affairs in the mid-1940s— 
although she had been able to thwart his plan “to publish an extremely nasty 
paper on Karl” (Julia Mannheim-Lang to Mr. and Mrs. Paul Kecskemeti, July 18, 
1949). The missing portion, she contends, leaves “the book...a torso,” presum¬ 
ably referring to the posthumous Freedom, Power and Democratic Planning 
(Mannheim 1950). Julia Mannheim offers various psychoanalytical explanations 
for Shils’ rejection of Mannheim. Apart from false expectations she might have 
entertained of Shils as a candidate for discipleship, her disappointment had real¬ 
istic grounds in Shils’ abrupt shift. She was well informed about Mannheim’s 
professional work. When Earle Eubank interviewed Karl and Julia Mannheim in 
1934, he recorded that “much of their work is done together and a good deal of 
his writing must divide the credit with her” (EEEP, 3:15). In the absence of docu¬ 
mentary evidence about Shils’ reasons, the most promising speculation about 
Shils’ disavowal of Mannheim’s legacy is political rather than psychological. 
Mannheim did not live to make the Cold War “break” that became decisive for 
Shils and his intimate friend Michael Polanyi after 1946. (See below for relations 
between Polanyi and Mannheim). The management of Mannheim’s papers and 
reputation was apparently a battleground for conflicting responses to the politi¬ 
cal situation after 1947. While Shils was relatively unaffected by the crisis of 
progressive liberalism within the profession of sociology, as manifested in the 
1937 meetings, Shils’ subsequent career was largely defined by the crisis of the 
same ideology in the context of international intellectual politics, where “pro¬ 
gressive” meant soft on communism (or, in time, 1960s radicalism). 
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A Political Sociology: Mannheim and the Elite 


Mannheim’s sociological work—as writer as well as teacher—has a 
s rong rhetorical dimension. His teaching and his texts evince through¬ 
out the sense of mission he emphasized in his descriptions of the socio¬ 
logical project after his arrival in England in 1933. “Competition ” 
Ideologieund Vtopie , and Mannheim’s lectures as professor in Frank¬ 
furt are efforts to reconstruct “the intellectual’’ and “the sociologist” as 
erms of social discourse.' His truth claims are laced with demands that 
diose who entertain them also enlist themselves in his intellectual un- 
dertalong, that they judge and counter his claims, so to speak, from his 

S , e °. e argu ™ ent ' Mamheim demands recognition as practitioner of 
a discipline and method uniquely capable of giving voice to the con¬ 
sciousness of the groups comprising his audience. He not only wants to 
. ™ g “'"Pehng “definitions of the situation” to synthesis, as an nounced 
in his Competition” essay (Mannheim [1929] 1993), but also to tell 

*°f ^° S ^ dy I ' iswork who the y are and even-as his Heidelberg 
studente told Mannheim m their satirical tribute to him—“how they think” 
Soztologisches Kollektiv [1930] 1986: 393). A confrontation with 
annheim s ideas appears to require surrender or rejection. 

Mannheim’s activism transgresses the bounds of Weber’s scientific 
vocation, but he respects Weber’s injunctions against deriving political 
value judgments from scientific work. The participants in the political 
schooling proposed in the chapter on the possibility of politics as a sci- 
ence in Ideology and Utopia (Mannheim [1929] 1952,1936a) will make 

•^.tnnln 3 f h °f CeS a “*!" both active 311(1 passive collaborators in the 
planning for freedom that is the centerpiece of his English campaigns 

(Mannheim 1940). But the choices are substantially conditioned by prior 
acceptance of an ‘‘empirical” realitv th#».v mnc* fiVof 1 _ j _ _ . 
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tities and their constitutive problems. While such indirect but substan¬ 
tial control over choices appears to indicate an authoritarian relation¬ 
ship between Mannheim and his public, the absence of disciples among 
his admirers and the impressive variety of reputable thinkers who have 
reported learning from him suggest the need for a more subtle reading 
of Mannheim’s rhetorical strategy. How is it possible to reconcile 
Mannheim’s implicit hegemonic claims with a reality of varied and last¬ 
ing influences on important thinkers? . 

One answer is that Mannheim made deals in his intellectual relations, 
though he lacked a theory of negotiated settlements. As Edward Shils 
(1973: 83) has noted, “Mannheim was extraordinarily sensitive to his 
national and continental environment and to his own time. He read 
widely; he had a lively curiosity and a quickly moving imagination whic 
enabled him to respond to many kinds of events.” Mannheim s rhetori¬ 
cal sensibilities include a sense for Cicero’s rules of propriety adapting 
speech to occasions, and, in the humanistic tradition, such adaptations 
are not equivalent to mastery of manipulative devices. The classical dis¬ 
tinction between sophist and philosopher is internalized y umanis ic 
rhetorical theory, and mutations of the distinction recur in Mannheim s 
conceptions of politician and educator. Without abandoning either his 
project of “rationalizing the irrational” or his demand to be accepted as 
a veritable voice of social reality, Mannheim recasts the terms of his 
discourse in response to actual or anticipated resistances. Rather than 
designating such moves manipulative adjustments in a hegemonic strat¬ 
egy, however, we prefer to speak of more or less tacit bargaining. 

In theories of bargaining, the decisive conditions constituting a bar¬ 
gaining relationship between parties who hope to redistribute scarce and 
sought-after goods between themselves is a mutual awareness of inter¬ 
dependence, as well as recognition that neither can gain total control 
(Du Toit 1990; Bacharach and Lawler 1981). The mteractive decision¬ 
making that comprises negotiations, moreover, need not be understood 
as a process of haggling from fixed positions. Contemporary approaches 
recognize that principled exchanges that adjust differences of mteres 
can avoid much of the arbitrariness commonly associated with concepts 

of compromise (Fisher, Ury, and Patton 1991). 

Mannheim’s “mission” required him to reach accommodation with 
those from whom he sought to learn; this need is implicit in his unex¬ 
pectedly qualified concept of synthesis, where contradictories may be 
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transformed into complementarities rather than fully reconciled. His 
“mission” also required adherence from learners who contributed unique 
capabilities under their own control; this additional condition is evident 
from the record of his collaborations with both students and peers. 
Mannheim’s “mission” implied collaborative relations, with implica¬ 
tions of reciprocity. There are unresolved ambiguities about the alterna¬ 
tives between authoritarian imposition and mutuality in Mannheim’s 
conduct as educator and there are ambiguities in his texts: resolutions 
come only in the diverse receptions. Some of Mannheim’s listeners and 
readers find themselves confronted by intellectually protean—atid thus 
unarguable—takeover bids, while others discount the occasional hyper¬ 
bole and respond as if the terms were negotiable. The contrast between 
the receptions of Ideologic und Utopie by German intellectuals and Ide¬ 
ology and Utopia by American sociologists indicates that the differences 
in reactions—whether to reject or bargain—are not simply due to indi¬ 
vidual idiosyncracies. Some cultural environments—and problem con¬ 
stellations—foster willingness to benefit from openings in textures of 
thought, while others are hostile. Mannheim’s work provides such open¬ 
ings because his thought is constituted by his own intellectual bargain¬ 
ing with others and because the settlements documented in his texts are 
often provisional. 

Mannheim’s writings are best characterized as a congeries of intel¬ 
lectual experiments centered on a basic theme that undergoes several 
striking modulations during his career. The goal is a rationality that com¬ 
prehends and masters irrationalities not acknowledged by earlier for¬ 
mulations of the Enlightenment project. In addition to the widely noted 
shifts coincident with his relocations—from Hungary to Germany to 
England—, his thinking underwent discontinuities and reorientations in 
each of these places. Until his departure from Budapest in 1919, while 
mainly preoccupied with the nonrational creative forces that had such 
fascination for Georg Lukacs’ Sunday Circle (Karadi and Vezer 1985), 
Mannheim sympathized with the hopes of Jaszi and other reformers that 
social evil was an anachronism that modem knowledge could overcome. 
His German studies begin with a philosophical search for a synthesis to 
transcend the reductionism and relativism attending the collapse of ra¬ 
tionalism, and they end with a sociological project of diagnosis and socio¬ 
therapy to overcome the political incoherence due to universal distrust. 
In England, Mannheim’s focus shifts to the fatal defects of elites sup- 
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posedly swamped by mass-democratization and organizational technolo¬ 
gies. Other important changes follow, however, as Mannheim moves 
from social science problems to problems of social education and to the 
public role of the elite. Since he rejected premature systematization, 
motifs from earlier phases of his work are never altogether absent in his 
later publications. 2 Yet the secular trend is clear (Loader 1985). 

These transformations are best traced to Mannheim’s ability to learn 
and to reconsider his views, as well as to his adjustments to changing 
external circumstances, to cultural discourses, and to practical impera¬ 
tives. Mannheim moves through a sequence of settlements with key in¬ 
terlocutors, and the resulting successive resolutions rarely cancel one 
another (see Mannheim [1921] 1993). They define a series of places 
where Mannheim establishes his principal residence, so to speak, but 
they also constitute powerful memories he never wholly abandons. We 
can trace the main stages: Georg Lukacs in Budapest, but Oscar Jaszi 
too; Alfred Weber in Heidelberg superceded by Adolf Lowe in Frank¬ 
furt, within a more general framework defined by relations with Emil 
Lederer; the negotiation with American sociology epitomized for 
Mannheim by Louis Wirth, as well as Morris Ginsberg in London, sub¬ 
sequently displaced by A.D. Lindsay and T.S. Eliot. 

The recasting of his sociology of knowledge project, both in Ger¬ 
many and in England, represents Mannheim’s efforts to establish a basis 
not merely for recognition but also for collaboration. In decentering this 
aspect of his work when surveying sociology as academic discipline for 
university teachers (Mannheim 1932a), just as in redirecting Ideology 
and Utopia from dialectics to objectivity in the English translation, he 
hoped for specific and by no means narrowly self-interested returns. His 
adjustments pursued a strategy of going beyond disciplinary language— 
in Frankfurt it was aimed at anti-philosophical academic social scien¬ 
tists, and in London at sociologists distrustful of theorizing not informed 
by “psychological” terms of reference. Mannheim’s sociological “mis¬ 
sion” always included ideals of cooperation among social researchers, 
and his efforts to enlist those who studied him always entailed a call for 
a larger scholarly community. While most of his peers in British and 
American sociology failed to see the timeliness of his diagnosis and 
therapeutic proposals, Mannheim found collaborators elsewhere. His final 
design for a rational incorporation of irrational tendencies in social life 
reflects his new connections with English public life. Mannheim’s trag- 
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edywasthathis partner in these intellectual negotiations, while inter¬ 
ested in his ideas, considered their dealings with him marginal to their 
own intellectual and cultural projects. Only a few had enoufh at stake to 

“ f ™‘ IC1Ze , hlm - He made a contribution to their thought but 
they had little need to reciprocate, and they easily shifted from 

^ n ^ eIm s work to other - incompatible sources of intellectual inspira- 
ton. Mannheim recurrently scolded his English interlocutors for dieir 
kick of seriousness about their common endeavors,” but he underesti 

“ems,tn?ifako Wee ? ' h “ f him ' While his marginality made him 
interesting, it also excluded him from their practice designs. His great- 

EnelkhoT^lv 5 n r.T le WaS Wi * TS - Eliot ’ and EHo* was no more 
nglish or politically influential than Mannheim. 

Mannheim and the Crisis of Christianity: the “Moot” 

In the same 1938 letter to Wirth in which Mannheim reports on LSE 
quarrels arising out of Ginsberg’s presumed “fear” of looking “new 
brow ledge in the face” and his inability to “relearn,” Ma^fm Z 
writes There are symptoms that reveal that the way of comprehending 
and interpreting culture which you and I represent has been taken note 
of by very influential English circles. I do not view it as an illusion that 
ui connection with the renaissance of democratic nations in the cam- 
pa |g ti against Fascism, this will play a role quite soon” (Mannheim to 

el'tfd’ ^T!nt’ T’ LWP/?: l I) - A few “ later Maimheim t 
_ £ fe ' n London 18 ™ry delightful-the English are changing 

Ren M- 6 dynamis " 1 of * e rime reminds me a little of the Weimar 
Republic, as is also shown by the growth of my following among stu- 
dents and the general public. One has the feeling of having! ‘mission’” 
(Mannhe,m to Wirth April 6, 1939, LWP/7:11). This theme of “mis- 
^ 1933 “feeling or illusion that one is 
wider! u establishing sociology, now refers to action on a 

sad d,e hf!en! Wn ' eS ’ JUS ‘ 3fter tHe ° U,bteak ° f war: “! «*I. however 
the happenings are, it is our hour, and our study of society which 

ormerly perhaps had been the satisfaction of scientific curiosity™ plea- 

sure in professional skill, must become the tool of the Tmgeon” 

(Mannheim to Wirth, September 17, 1939, LWP/7:11) 

thC t0ne ° f expectation ’ Mannheim’s letter must also report 
that the director of the London School of Economics has encouraged him 
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to go through with a planned trip to America and to use the opportunity to 
seek employment there, since he will not be needed in the teduced war- 
time program. Mannheim speculates that there may well be financial rea¬ 
sons for this advice, but that it undoubtedly also arises out of the wish 
that the time of war should be used by those who, like me, have connec¬ 
tions in America, for building bridges and making contacts between En¬ 
gland and the USA.” Later in the letter, having inquired about prospects 
for temporary employment, he escalates his speculations: “If I come to 
America it is very likely that I should be charged with the taskof fostering 
cooperation between scholars and exponents of public opinion. 

Nothing came of these American plans, and Mannheim spent the war 
years in various locations with the evacuated London School of Eco¬ 
nomics, working part-time, then with the Institute of Education of the 
University of London, where he received a professorship m 1 • 

did in fact establish himself during those years as representative from 
one world to another, although not in the sense he had expected. His 
“mission,” as it turned out, made him spokesman for secular, sociologi¬ 
cal thinking within the association of clerical and lay figures grouped 
around a prominent Christian publicist, organizer, and noted mission¬ 
ary, J.H. Oldham. In this setting, his legitimacy as sociologist was never 
challenged; but neither could it be tested and affirmed. 

A close associate of William Temple, Archbishop of Canterbury 

Oldham had become convinced, according to Temple’s biographer, t a 

the most serious danger to the Christian Faith lay...in the secularism 
which was clearly defined by the trend of political organization and so¬ 
cial thinking in the years between the two wars.... [T]otalitanamsm 
and “scientific” humanism [now]...constituted the dominant creeds 
in State and Community. Here were two weapons pointed straight at the 
heart of the Christian Faith and the Christian Way of Life (Iremonger 
1948:409). To propagate the Christian social thought generated by t e 
Oxford Conference on “Church, Community, and State,” Oldham sought 
to found an “order” to advance the cause of a Christian society with 
more initiative and intensity than could be expected from formal Church 
organizations and with access to expert advice. 


when Oldham first brought togetner me group quam^ -v— — 

Mannheim joined at the next meeting, in September 1938, and e was 
the only member except Oldham present on all eighteen occasions for 
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which records were kept. There were twenty-four meetings in all, and 
the organization dissolved a few days after Mannheim’s death on Janu- 
ary 9, 1947. In addition to Oldham and Mannheim, the group included 
several clergymen prominent in the Oxford Movement, as well as T.S. 
Eliot, Adolph Lowe (until his move to Manchester in 1940), H.A. Hodges, 
John Middleton Murry, Sir Walter Moberly (head of the University Grants 
Committe), and Sir Fred Clarke (the director of the Institute of Educa¬ 
tion, whose professorial chair Mannheim eventually inherited). The for¬ 
mal activity of the Moot was limited to periodic meetings to discuss 
books or papers submitted by members or guests, usually after prelimi¬ 
nary written exchanges among the most interested participants. But the 
group also generated the Christian News-Letter (which had a circula¬ 
tion of 10,000 and was edited by Oldham together with others in the 
group), Christian News-Letter books (mostly on education), and a se¬ 
ries of lunches that brought a larger circle of public figures together 
with members of the group under the name of the “Christian Frontier 
Council.” Through the Moot network, Mannheim became close to A.B. 
Lindsay, the master of Balliol, and other established university people 
in a variety of academic fields with a shared interest in social reform 
and adult education under Christian auspices. Mannheim was the most 
frequent contributor of papers to the Moot and the most regular circula¬ 
tor of memoranda, and virtually every of his publications after he be¬ 
came a member originated in a presentation to this group. 

Mannheim’s first contribution came at the second Moot meeting, when 
he read “Planning for Freedom,” later revised as part five of Man and 
Society in an Age of Reconstruction. In this paper, Mannheim’s elabo¬ 
rates the position towards which his first English essays were working. 
He succinctly reveals adaptations to his new audience, however, in a 
memorandum on the second topic of the weekend, Jacques Maritain’s 
Humanisme Integral . Mannheim’s criticisms of Maritain implicitly in¬ 
dicates his conception of the group and of his role within it. They also 
suggest an important readjustment in his own “way to knowledge.” 
Claims of sweeping authority for science as the element of reason amidst 
the universal crisis of irrationality give way to the image of the sociolo ¬ 
gist as “practical thinker,” as counsellor to an elite loyal to traditional 
values. Hinting at aspirations to full partnership, Mannheim speaks of 
“our problems” and “our philosophy” with new confidence and con¬ 
creteness of reference; he sees himself allied with a real force against a 
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“concrete enemy.” He is not simply an advisor on problems of imple¬ 
mentation, however broadly conceived; he is proposing to become a 
collaborator in the composition of a “‘Summa’ for our age.” This can 
only be done, he maintains, by “linking up the philosophical and onto¬ 
logical approach...with the empirical and instrumental one”; and this 
requires, in turn, “a closer cooperation between the philosopher, the theo¬ 
logian, and the practical thinker.” 4 

A letter to Oldham several years later indicates that the talk of a 
“Summa” had not been merely a passing reference occasioned by 
Maritain’s devotion to St. Thomas Aquinas. 5 It also indicates what 
Mannheim understood by the term: 

I am glad to see that my suggestion for working out a “Summa” has been supported 
by M. Murry and you. May I now add another suggestion? The discussion of a 
“Summa” as such may lead to an over abstract discussion of pure principles. Would 
it not be better, as it is our aim that our proposals should be in the spirit of Chris¬ 
tianity, that we should start with the discussion of...[the] surveys [I have pro¬ 
posed] concerning the recent changes in society. This would automatically lead us 
back to the discussion of the underlying principles of our proposals. Thus the mean¬ 
ing of the Christian attitude to the present world [the main content of a new 
“Summa”] would directly grow out of our discussion of the concrete details. (AA) 

The “Summa” and the practical advice are inwardly connected. A 
“Summa,” Mannheim contends, serves “to bring our philosophy closer 
to the world of everyday affairs and the outlook of the empirical thinker” 
(AA). Empirical and instrumental thinking cannot itself create such a 
comprehensive knowledge. They are, however the proper starting point. 

Mannheim’s comments on Mari tain anticipate this view. Maritain’s 
humanism is too abstract, he objects, too much concerned with what 
others have thought and not enough with what has happened and what 
must be done: “Maritain’s book would be even more topical and might 
be a prelude to action if he had a concrete enemy such as the Commu¬ 
nist, Fascist or Liberal in mind.... He could not in that case have avoided 
a discussion of the strategy of action which would have led him to a 
more thorough analysis both of the social setting and the actual psychol¬ 
ogy of the people to be changed” (AA). 

Bonds between social thinking, social action, and “topicality”—that 
is, belonging to a place—, are familiar elements in Mannheim’s think¬ 
ing, and there are clear similarities between this general approach and 
what Mannheim had called “thinking out of a situation” in his early 
work, and “lebenswissenschaftliche Methode ” in his Frankfurt uni- 
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versity lectures. But it is nevertheless striking to see how earlier dia¬ 
lectical paradoxes of homelessness, relative social detachment, and 
unplanned planners give way to the security of shared English iden¬ 
tity, mobilizing against “concrete enemies” under the traditional sym¬ 
bols of Church and State. Among Mannheim’s earlier conceptions, it 
most resembles the productive conflict between socially mobile intel¬ 
lectuals and place-bound antimodem classes which Mannheim had 
examined years before in his work on German conservatism. As in 
that case, despite the seemingly harmonious adjustment, paradoxes 
abound. Mannheim is aware of himself as refugee among those at home: 
he remained a Jew among Christians; he was a secularist among the 
faithful; and he continued to aspire to a theoretical completeness be¬ 
lied by the regimen of topical and occasional pieces to which, despite 
all talk of a “Summa,” he committed himself. 

After Mannheim’s death in 1947, the Times obituary said that “in a 
remarkably short time he penetrated to the essence of the English spirit, 
and became, in some ways, more English than the English themselves 
{The Times , January 11, 1947, 7).” It is neither a denial of the sincerity 
of the tribute nor an affront to Mannheim’s deserved reputation to notice 
that these two clauses add up to an ironic awareness of Mannheim’s 
strenuous effort to bridge what may not have been bridgeable. “Essence 
of the English spirit” is an expression after Mannheim himself; “more 
English than the English” is an English comment on it. 

Like his turn towards sociological professionalism in the late 1920s, 
Mannheim’s commitment to the network of English social Christianity 
had more than careerist purposes and did not imply abandonment of his 
own distinctive project. Here was another of his experiments, under¬ 
taken with that modem personal self-awareness which he found in such 
experimental lives as that of Saint-Simon. He was on a mission among 
these missionaries. Yet the experiment was not wholly successful. He 
had once memorialized Ernst Troeltsch as someone who sacrificed his 
inwardness to mediate between the academic and the public worlds. 
Mannheim paid a similarly heavy price during his late years. He sus¬ 
pended theoretical reflectivity, the main strength of his best work in 
Germany. The key problems of liberalism evaded him. When he finally 
formulated the “political creed” he regarded as the adequate contempo¬ 
rary expression of liberalism, he practically abandoned the claim to char¬ 
acterize and justify it as a structure of knowledge (Cumming 1969). The 
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quest begun in the tension between Jaszi and Lukacs—mirroring the 
one which John Stuart Mill had begun three generations earlier, between 
Bentham and Coleridge—ended prematurely, in didactic exhortation. 

This unfortunate aspect of Mannheim’s position during the “Moot” 
years comes out especially clearly in two encounters with Michael 
Polanyi, immunized by his own qualifications from being impressed by 
Mannheim’s legitimations as refugee or as scientist. Polanyi had been 
Karl Mannheim’s contemporary in Budapest. He had been less active in 
the radical intellectual life than his brother, Karl, but both were Chris¬ 
tian believers and attained scholarly prominence. In the 1930s, Polanyi 
was well established as a chemist in Britain, and gaining a reputation as 
philosopher and publicist. According to the recollection of a participant, 
Polanyi’s visit to the Moot in 1944 occasioned “a ding-dong battle be¬ 
tween Polanyi and Mannheim, the latter being taken by surprise at 
Polanyi’s demonstration of the intuitive and traditional elements in all 
scientific discovery” (Kojecky 1972: 155). This report is amplified by 
an exchange of letters between Mannheim and Polanyi. 

Polanyi thanks Mannheim for an evening’s entertainment, their first 
long talk since Budapest, and he confirms plans for the book Mannheim 
wants for his “International Library of Sociology and Social Recon¬ 
struction” at Routledge & Kegan Paul. Polanyi expresses annoyance, 
however, that Mannheim has seen fit to cross-question him on the sources 
and origins of his religious convictions, as if they were some sort of 
pathological symptom. Polanyi rejects categorically that his beliefs could 
be explained as functions of psychological or sociological factors: “I 
reject all social analysis of history which makes social conditions any¬ 
thing more than opportunities for a development of thought. You seem 
inclined to consider moral judgments on history as ludicrous, believing 
apparently that thought is not merely conditioned, but determined by a 
social or technical situation. I cannot tell you how strongly I reject such 
a view” (Polanyi to Mannheim, April 19, 1944, MP/4:1). Mannheim 
replies soothingly, but expresses surprise that a scientist would make 
categorical judgments about something that is after all an empirical ques¬ 
tion, and he asks knowingly: “What would happen in science if one 
were still to go on and do what one did with Galileo, to reject factual 
statements because they were in contradiction with some religious or 
moral axiom one happened to hold” (Mannheim to Polanyi, April 26, 
1944, MP/4:1). 
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Polanyi does not accept this commonplace. In a homely illustration 
of Kantian fundamentals, he says that every time he comes to his labo¬ 
ratory he must draw on his reserves of categorical confidence in the 
logic of science, since the experiments left in the charge of his collabo¬ 
rators and assistants may all have failed: “Failures prevail overwhelm¬ 
ingly over successes, and the lack of reproducibility of phenomena is 
our daily bitter experience.... Still, from all this experience we do not 
draw the conclusion that natural events are governed by magic or by the 
devil—even though everything points in that direction.” In the study of 
istory too, he asserts, we must make assumptions if we are to under¬ 
stand anything, but in this case the assumptions are about freedom and 
responsibility, both moral and intellectual: 


“ be without some conviction and the necessity to embrace one is as 
irresistible to the normal intelligence as it is to our normal moral instincts. So there 
is no way out. We must choose-and usually we have chosen already by implica- 
tion. TTiat is, we must choose in such a fashion that what we instinctively love in 
life, what we spontaneously admire, what we irresistibly aspire to, should make 

the hght ° f our convicti °ns. When the prospect of such a solution opens 
up before our eyes we undergo a conversion. Henceforth we do not doubt the faith 
to which we have been converted, but rather reject such evidence as many seem to 
contradict it By exposing the fallaciousness of such evidence we fulfil our daily 
task and find ever renewed confirmation for our fundamental beliefs. (Polanyi to 
Mannheim, May 2, 1944, MP/15:3) y 


What is striking about the exchanges is, first, that Mannheim puts 
himself m a false dogmatic position about science, at variance with what 
he knows about its problems, and, second, that, speaking to his compa¬ 
triot, he poses skeptical questions about religion he would never have 
raised at the Moot. Both points occasion misgivings about the extent to 
which Mannheim’s experiments in identity jeopardized his critical pow¬ 
ers and intellectual integrity. The question arises whether Mannheim 
made a Sacrifice quotidien ” for the sake of securing what Marx once 
called “the this-sidedness of thinking,” even as his erstwhile mentor Georg 
Lukacs did within the Stalinist Communist Party. 6 

Such analogies are suggestive and troubling, but they are neverthe¬ 
less misleading. The founders of the Moot shared a general orientation, 
including a missionary conviction that they should come closer to ac¬ 
tion, but they were hardly inclined to exercise overt intellectual control 
mid they were little equipped for mass mobilization. At most, some dimly 
thought they ought to display more of these political qualities and a few 
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occasionally had a regrettable weakness for expressing these vague as¬ 
pirations by wishing for a Christian counterpart to Mein Kampf and for 
mastery of the successful techniques of the Nazi movement. For 
Mannheim, acceptance by the Moot represented not submission to a 
creed or organization but a tempting opportunity to act as a politician 
while remaining an educator. 

Unlike the academic practitioners of social science disciplines, who 
were indifferent to Mannheim’s warnings of systemic dissolution and 
projections of total regeneration, these Christians had a sense of cri¬ 
sis.” Yet they thought of the crisis as a spiritual one, in the senses com¬ 
mon to well-established Christian churches, and Mannheim accordingly 
now opened his diagnoses with a “crisis in valuation” rather than a cri¬ 
sis in rationality.” In the sociological tradition, he drew closer to 
Burkheim and his characteristic problem of anomie; he turned from Max 
Weber’s complex ambivalence about rationalization or Marx s develop¬ 
mental sequences. Yet his new audience simply helped crystalize a trend 
in Mannheim’s work. Increasingly, he redefined the principal therapeu¬ 
tic task to be the generation of substitutes for the division of labor, 
professionalization, and legalization that Durkheim pictured as consti¬ 
tuting organic integration. Mannheim considered these processes obso¬ 
lete and insufficient in mass society, to be replaced by planning. In 
Mannheim’s talks to the Moot, however, the functionally defined and 
thus sociologically abstract “planner” is transmuted into the English 
gentleman, whom Mannheim characterizes as a historical type accus¬ 
tomed for generations to combine theory and practice. Neither the intel¬ 
ligentsia of central Europe nor the professional social scientist, he 
concludes, has this necessary blend of qualifications. 

The historical emergence of the gentleman in England, together with 
the professional man and civil servant had obviated the formation of an 
intelligentsia in the continental sense, Mannheim contends. 7 England 
does not know the dilemma of linking theory and practice. Although 
averse to abstruse speculation, the gentleman recognizes that knowl¬ 
edge is power, and accepts as his obligation to put his knowledge at the 
service of the public. In the terms of Mannheim’s earlier diagnoses of 
the multiple crises of modernity, his analysis of the gentleman implies 
that the crisis of mass democratization has been muted in England by 
structural and not by accidental historical events: mass democracy has 
been resisted by an unusually successful democracy of the few. 8 The 
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task Mannheim had earlier defined as bringing intellectuals to self-con¬ 
sciousness now appears as subjecting gentlemen to organization, revis¬ 
ing the instrumental knowledge and forms of power at their disposal 
while confident that they are in a position to recognize and utilize both.’ 

ringing gentlemen” to see themselves as destined for supervision of a 
planning elite, Mannheim thinks, entails none of the paradoxes of at¬ 
tempts to interlink intellectuals and power. 

Mannheim contends that past performance and future prospects of this 
elite make it unnecessary to interfere with the conventionalized institu¬ 
tions of parliamentary democracy. Like the Crown, the forms of parlia¬ 
mentary rule lend legitimacy and continuity to the instrumentalities for 
social control, even while the substance of decision must be ever more 
clearly left to processes capable of determined realism, farsighted plan- 
mng^umversa! coordination, and strategic sequential implementation. 

The traditional values of England’s liberal democracy, moreover have 
substantive worth for the planning process, when properly interpreted. 
Mannheim finds similarities between traditional conceptions of freedom 
and his own notion that freedom is an element of spontaneous choice and 
decision within a structured framework of constraints essential to free¬ 
dom (Lowe 1937). Without freedom in this sense planning will neither 
contain the pressures generated by excessive discipline nor retain the ca¬ 
pacity for innovation. The new social knowledge, in other words, does not 
have to explode and displace all established social belief, as Saint-Simon 
and Comte had thought, and as Mannheim himself had earlier experimen¬ 
tally conjectured, but neither does it arise out of a dialectical interplay 
with contesting social doctrines, as the sociology of knowledge had once 
proclaimed. Sociology must inform, revitalize, and concretize the beliefs 
beyond knowledge upon which traditional values rest, and the reoriented 
elite must then point its control in new directions. 


A critical point to which Mannheim keeps returning during the yea 

of the Moot is the notion of an “order.” The term arose in the group at i 
the begum 1 "" - . - r 


years 
> at its 


. .. - j a -— »-««umvuu uicAi cnese influen¬ 

tial religious gentlemen might be serious about organizing for action 
making the idea of joining them in forging a doctrinal “Summa” inti¬ 
mately connected with wide-ranging and long-term strategy seem so 
promising. Yet the “order” divided the group. Disagreements arose even 
at the first meeting. The Catholic historian, Christopher Dawson, spoke 
about the ultimate ideal of a “Christian totalitarian,” and the Cambridge 
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theologian, H.H. Farmer, set up the Nazi Party as a model for the order, 
stressing its closeness to everyday issues, its “transcendence” and its 
ingenious range of educational methods. T.S. Eliot and the founder, 
Oldham, cautioned that the order must be kept “informal” and “elastic, 
distinguished by “friendship” and “free discussion” (Kojecky 1972). 

Mannheim, presumably working from the records of the first Moot, as 
was the custom, devoted several pages of his first Moot presentation to 
defining the “order” in the context of his “planning for freedom.” “Half¬ 
way between the free lance existence [of planned sectors of freedom] and 
the organized one stands what we call the ‘order.’ Its task is to revitalize 
the social body and to spread the spirit” (LP). The order mediates between 
cumbersome organizations and irresponsible individuals gathering in¬ 
formation, innovating adjustments, and influencing the Church and Civil 
Service. Citing the Communist and National Socialist parties, Mannheim 
concludes: “A combatant order which forms an integral part of the social 
organism like its nervous system, coordinating its activities and 
spiritualising its aims, seems to be a necessary innovation in any modem, 
dynamic society.” But unlike its contemporary analogues, the order “must 
desire not power but influence.” Mannheim thus appropriates the distinc¬ 
tion J.S. Mill uses to draw the boundary between his own conception of 
intellectual leadership and Comte’s clerisy. But the change in the structure 
of public opinion since the time of Mill smudges the line between power 
and influence. Mannheim remains ensnared in the dilemma also manifest 
in his ambivalent attitude towards behaviorist techniques of propaganda. 
He mixes the language of technical control with humanist reservations. 
“Although they must have a highly developed technique for influencing 
society, it should never corrupt the mind or appeal to the lowest instincts 
of the masses.” At the heart of the “order” Mannheim places “small con¬ 
sulting groups,” neither “purely intellectual, like the Brain Trust in America, 
nor purely emotional like sects.” Comprising clergy and representatives 
of secular thought, the groups are to be “the focus both of a new spirit and 
of a new thought.” Stating his own claim for standing in the Moot—and 
drawing on memories of the “religious” quality of the Budapest Sunday 
Circle—Mannheim urges, “in spite of their intellectual differences the 
members should be capable of what we might call communion; for, socio¬ 
logically speaking, a society whose mind is being deadened by large-scale 
organization has to find springs where the spirit of the community accu¬ 
mulates and spreads.” 9 
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In subsequent meetings, throughout the years of the Moot, Mannheim 
took the lead in urging concrete political tasks and a measure of political 
organization upon the members. At the beginning, the Moot agreed in 
principle to provide for “staff and cell groups.” Mannheim next pro¬ 
posed that members use their specific institutes and other lines of con¬ 
nection to educate for change. Oldham was carried away to speak of 
founding “something analogous to ‘The Party’ (sic),” though also “wholly 
different” from the Nazi or Communist Party. These plans came to noth¬ 
ing and a reduced group eventually decided to restrict the Moot to the 
“body of friends who have established through common experience a 
certain relationship and common life.” 

The informality projected by this resolution did not dampen 
Mannheim’s expectations or his campaign. In February 1940, he presses 
for “decisiveness” and an “active order,” urging imitation of a “revolu¬ 
tion from above.” Two months later, he repents of the expression, but 
speaks with surprising enthusiasm and insensitivity: “The Germans, 
Russians and Italians are more advanced than we are in the techniques 
of managing modem society, but their purposes are wrong hnd even 
atavistic. We may look to elite groups in our society, e.g., the Moot, or 
enlightened Civil Servants, to use these techniques for different ends. 
The new techniques constitute a new opportunity and a new obligation” 
(Kojecky 1972: 175). By April 1940, when these remarks were made, 
the Moscow Trials and associated “techniques” cannot have been un¬ 
known to Mannheim and his audience, not to speak of the German ad¬ 
ministrative measures that had intensified in brutality since they had 
forced Mannheim to seek refuge. Mannheim was so fixed on the gen¬ 
eral message he wanted to convey and on the rhetorical opportunities 
provided by the situation that his judgment became at times perverse: 
“We are always waiting for means. But are not the means there? e.g., the 
Christian youth movement which is waiting for a lead, Oldham’s access 
to people in key positions, the Christian News-Letter, the BBC, public 
schools, groups in the churches, etc. We are too lazy to move. Hitler 
started with six people” (Kojecky 1972: 175). 

These were worrying times, and Mannheim undoubtedly spoke out 
of great anxiety, in a company he thought he knew well enough to stir up 
with his exasperation. Yet there is an extraordinary lack of political judg¬ 
ment in all this. During the Weimar years, Mannheim had shared the 
conventional dislike of parties and interest groups common to social 
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liberals no less than revolutionaries and rightist authoritarians, but his 
conception of Realdialektik and his republican commitments required 
him to accept democratic politics. The talk of leadership and personali¬ 
ties prevalent among the heirs of Max Weber found no echo in 
Mannheim’s German writings. The idea of Hitler as a model, even if a 
perverted one, is a shocking novelty in Mannheim’s thinking. Mannheim 
spoke of it already in July 1934, when the American sociologist, Earle 
Edward Eubank, informally interviewed Karl and Julia Mannheim in 
London at the outset of his European field trip to research “masters of 
sociology” (EEEP, 3:15). Eubank records his delighted impression of 
the Mannheims’ friendliness and grace, but emphasizes the strain due to 
the coincidence of their meeting only one day after “the terrible Nazi 
executions of the bloody June 30” and the Mannheims’ uncertainty “as 
to the extent to which their friends might be involved in the executions 
and imprisonments.” Eubank continues: 

Partly to make conversation and partly because I wanted to know, I asked them 
what was their opinion of Hitler. To my surprise, both of them replied instantly: 
“We like him.” I was startled that such an opinion could come from members of the 
Jewish race whom he was persecuting and who, themselves, had been obliged to 
leave the country. When I asked why, they said: “Not because of his policies, of 
course, which seem very wrong to us. But because of the fact that he is an earnest, 
sincere man who is seeking nothing for himself, but who is wholeheartedly trying 
to build up a new Government. He is deeply sincere (Einez Stuck), all of one piece, 
and we admire his honesty and devotion.” (EEEP, 3:15. Also in Kasler 1991:28). 

The report is not easy to assess, partly because it is difficult to know 
how the Mannheims assessed their interlocutor and interpreted the oc¬ 
casion. Refugees in need are never in casual conversations, especially 
when speaking to an American sociologist when they are eager for a 
“normal” American appointment. The Mannheims took other measures 
to avoid appearing as bitter, politically committed emigres. Recalling a 
distinction Mannheim made in 1921 and that his student Nina Rubinstein 
elaborated in her dissertation, they impressed on Eubank that they were 
not “exiled or banished,” but compelled to leave Germany by the cir¬ 
cumstance of Karl Mannheim having been debarred from teaching. The 
Mannheims’ avowals of admiration for Hitler must also be discounted 
by the extent to which they were using the trope of praising Hitler’s 
moral integrity in order to assail the republican leadership he defeated, a 
nuance Eubank may have missed. In short, the report is unsettling, but it 
is unclear in political meaning. Mannheim’s evocation of the National 
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Socialist model in the Moot six years later also serves a complex rhe¬ 
torical function, but it occurs in a setting where he hoped to have con¬ 
tinuous influence and where he consequently would be held responsible 
Mannheim is clearly politically unnerved: “We want to mobilize the 
intelligent people of goodwill in this country who are waiting for a lead. 
At the same time there must be a popular movement to back what the 
elites are doing. You cannot build up a great movement without the dy- 

“ a ™ 1S ™ 1 S ^ lal 1 r? etShip ‘ 1 am amaZed by our lethargy” (Kojecky 
11 rrV ° n ,? °[ the members was thereupon moved to produce a 
ill of Duties, which Mannheim delightedly proclaimed “a magnifi¬ 
cent instrument for creating a popular movement.” Nothing tnore was 
heard of it, although Mannheim reproaches Oldham with neglect of such 
initiatives for action, in a letter sent three years later. 

In a memorandum solicited, evidently after prior discussions, by Sir 
Walter Moberly, fellow Moot member and chairman of the University 
Grants Committee, Mannheim proposes a different approach. He urges 
formation of a new social science faculty, preferably housed in the LSE 
but independent from sociology, to conduct research and reeducate edu¬ 
cators, social workers, and pastors. It would also train leadership cadres 
for a youth movement. One of the “most urgent tasks” of the research 
wouid be to elaborate “our pattern of social reconstruction,” which 
would become the basis for our foreign and home propaganda.” 
Mannheim opens the plea with a suprising revision of a metaphor he 
caimot have forgotten. Having asserted that “total war demands the total 
mobilization of our intellectual and spiritual resources,” he contends 
that we can afford to wage the battle in the intellectual field because we 
have as a weapon, the social sciences.” 10 Max Weber, of course, had 
thought that it was political ideology that was designed to serve as 
weapon. While social science education and research would encourage 
free discussion, the leadership training would be different: 

^fi! ^ ^ eat mistakes of our pre-war democracy must be corrected 
namely that the intellect of our youth has been too much severed from action and 

lnfninr d ° m tl 1 0 f K 1 SCUS f 10 n u W f S misinte S rated as a shameless anarchy of varying 
lished tT ^ ^f 1S ° f WhlCh n ° co °P eration c °uld exist. What should be e^tab- 
lished in these self-governing groups is the elaboration of a discipline, of a code of 
conduct, which make a pioneering attitude possible. (Kojecky 1972: 175) 

TTie contrast to Mannheim’s 1929 design in Ideologic und Utopie for 
political education is striking, although the teaching and research plan is 
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reminiscent of the Berlin Hochschule fur Politik, whose rationale Wirth 
considered equivalent to Mannheim’s plan. 11 The principal difference is 
that the original conception aimed at informing partisan politics; the 

new one dismisses politicians and parties. 

Mannheim’s final statement on the proposed “order” concentrates his 
brief on the relationship between established elites and the Moot. He 
begins by praising the record of adaptability and innovation of the Brit¬ 
ish “historical leadership,” but finds that a tendency towards oligarchy 
has reduced their vitality: “The test...is whether in times of emer¬ 
gency they are capable of reorganising themselves from within, break¬ 
ing traditional habits of mind, revitalising the dynamic elements in then- 
own traditions, making the best use of outward stimuli and of personal¬ 
ity types outside the boundaries of their own social groups.” When vital¬ 
ity is lost, change by violent revolution is likely. Mannheitn likens the 
youth of the day to the generation of 1914, stressing their “activism” 
and disdain for prudence. He invokes the powerful symbolism of Munich 
in a shocking way: “Opposed to the umbrella is the symbol of the trench- 
coat which [Hitler] wore with such emphasis. In thte struggle...what 
should be our decision? With whom should we side?” (RL:MP/15:3). 
“The need is to accept this activism and to see that it is directed to those 
issues which we feel to be constructive and creative.” And: “There is 
only one organic way of preventing deterioration; it is regeneration from 
within. The regeneration of a group consists in a vital participation in a 
new spiritual movement by those members of the group who are the 
most alive” (MP/15:3). While isolated individuals have these capaci¬ 
ties, they cannot be secure or effective in their exercises unless they 
reinforce one another: “The task of the ‘Order’ is exactly this: that it 
should draw together on terms of fellowship these pioneering minds 
who otherwise would remain inefficient in their isolation. Vitality de¬ 
pends on incorporation of individuals like himself. Mannheim likens 
the members of the Moot to the twelve just men of Jewish legend upon 
whom the world rests, adding only that they should organize. 

From this Jewish analogy he moves abruptly to the inner circle of the 
Communist Party in Russia or the Nazi and Fascist elites. There are 
differences: “We can do without such rigid regimentation because the 
inner cohesion and solidarity of the leading groups in this country is 
strong enough to guarantee co-ordinated action in case of emergency.... 
As long as this country possesses a historical leadership which is elastic 
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enough to give a lead to social reconstruction, there is no need for the 
creation of a new single-party system” (MP/15:3). He claims a func¬ 
tional equivalence between a “single-party system” and “historical lead¬ 
ership” and treats party competition as obsolete. “Right” and “Left” have 
been discredited by the Fascists and by Stalin and “nobody in the com¬ 
munity who identifies himself with the historical situation in which we 
are fated to live” could follow the lead of either. The contrasting per¬ 
spectives that offered reasonable grounds for the distinctions between 
parties have lost all relevance: “The strategic situation in terms of a 
historical setting prepares the ground for cooperation between all those 
who want both to maintain historical values and to bring about social 
reconstruction” (MP/15:3). Mannheim’s extraordinary investment in the 
Moot was importantly linked to his hopes for the “order.” * 

A testy letter to Oldham in 1943 indicates a measure of disillusion¬ 
ment without acknowledging the effects of mutual misunderstanding. 
Oldham had circulated a memorandum on “The Fraternity of the Spirit,” 
and Mannheim complains that the Moot was closer to a commitment to 
action in 1940. All this talk about pure inwardness and spirituality will 
“kill the spirit.” “Nobody who really means business will join a fellow¬ 
ship in which he cannot know what his commitment will mean in the 
concrete situation.” He continues: “I appreciate...the subtlety of this 
invisible social network as long as its task is the propogation of inner 
experience only. But I see no justification for this subtlety if our aim is 
the collection of men to whom ideas mean action.” 

Mannheim concludes with a valedictory to his disappointed hopes, 
characteristically ascribed to an objective process in which he simply 
participated: 

I may perhaps remind you of the fact that the idea of the order was originally 
conceived in strict connection with the assumption that it might one day become 
our mission to make this country aware of her opportunity to develop the new 
pattern of society, which is neither communist nor fascist, which is planned but 
still preserves the essential forms of freedom and all that on the basis of a pledge 
between the parties which could spare us the detrimental effect of a revolutionary 
upheaval. The idea was that if a religious group were to conceive and develop the 
image of a new order of society, its mediation between the parties would not only 
help them to overcome their partisan views but also to bring about the necessary 
sacrifice which is needed if the reconstruction is to be carried out to the benefit of 
the whole. At the same time it was felt that if ever there was a chance in history for 
the idea of Christianity really to influence our social institutions it was at the present 
juncture. (Mannheim to Oldham, MP/15:3) 
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Mannheim undoubtedly gained the assent of all or most of the Moot to 
all or most of these propositions at one time or another. But the Moot 
was not a center point for identity or action for most of the others. Sir 
Walter Moberly, chairman of the University Grants Commission from 
1935 to 1949, said it strikingly, in an ingenuous idiom the sociologist 
Mannheim must have found very clear, when he confessed his discom¬ 
fort about Mannheim’s proposal for “revolution from above”: “The Moot 
was in part composed of people who had cut themselves loose from 
ordinary standards of comfort, etc. (and who therefore had a reality of 
attack lacking in others), and in part of people like himself, who had 
comparatively large stipends and were consequently enmeshed in a cer¬ 
tain range of social obligations” (Kojecky 1972: 174). 

The Moot continued four years after Mannheim’s solemn reproach to 
Oldham, and Mannheim remained active and respected. But his focus 
shifted to Chatham House, the International Library of Sociology and 
Social Reconstruction and the Institute of Education. And he never com¬ 
pleted another substantial work for publication. Mannheim’s disappoint¬ 
ment with the Moot coincided with the rising influence of Michael 
Polanyi, whom he had introduced to the circle in 1944. Polanyi differed 
from Mannheim in substance and style. He was a liberal, a Christian, 
and his principal cause was the protection of science against proponents 
of planning. The Society for Freedom in Science was founded in May 
1941, inspired by Polanyi’s “Rights and Duties of Science” (Polanyi 
[1939] 1945). The group’s manifesto announced that a new “threat to 
scientific freedom” stems not only from “the existing dictatorial powers 
but also from adherents to the philosophy of ‘central planning’”: “Those 
who would apply this doctrine to almost every detail of the social life 
represent an influential school of thought which makes a specially strong 
appeal to many of the more active-minded and socially conscious of the 
younger generation of scientists.... [I]n default of articulate and pow¬ 
erful opposition there is real danger of its success because of the enthu¬ 
siasm it can evoke and its superficial appeal to the supposed interests of 
society” (MP/15:1). Deliberately mirroring organizational devices of 
popular front organizations, Polanyi’s Society campaigned against the 
influence in the Academy of Science of the Communist-led Association 
of Scientific Workers, whose slogan was the “planning of science.” In a 
confidential circular to members in November 1943, the secretary warns, 
“We have always thought the period of reconstruction as the most criti- 
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cal time for our cause” (MP/15:1). Although Mannheim and Polanyi 
corresponded on friendly terms until September 1945 and Mannheim 
solicited Polanyi’s books for Routledge, there was more than merely a 
difference of views about science and religion between them. Polanyi 
better captured the changing interests of the Moot. 

Differences between Mannheim and Polanyi are epitomized in con¬ 
trasting comments on a paper on “Clerisy” presented by T.S. Eliot at the 
second Moot attended by Polanyi. Mannheim welcomes the concept, 
likens it to his own earlier “intelligentsia,” but emphasizes the impor¬ 
tance of the “elites in the elite” who “have the mental power to break the 
crust of convention in every sphere of life by penetrating into new pos¬ 
sibilities of the mind and social living” (Moot Papers, November 20, 
1944, LP). For Polanyi, the crux is the continuation of a “great heritage 
of the mind.” Although “each generation of a living civilization 
must... exercise criticism and... make radical criticism... [it] must 
accept the overwhelming majority of thoughts as handed on to it.” The 
clerisy is “a perfect example of a dedicated society”; and “where there 
is dedication there is faith.... This faith consists in the acceptance as 
good of certain traditional skills, values and insights forming together a 
traditional inspiration” (Polanyi to Oldham, October 16,1944, MP/15:3). 
Strikingly, Polanyi reconciles his view with the subdivision of the clerisy 
into “specialist circles,” while Mannheim, of course, presses the case 
for supraspecialist thinking to encompass situations. 

Polanyi spoke for a revival of liberalism, not for its incorporation in a 
supervening design like Mannheim’s “Planning for Freedom.” In a short 
paper written for the Moot after the war, Polanyi reviewed the historical 
experience of “the men and women who came of age in 1918,” the co¬ 
hort common to himself and Mannheim. He recalls the faith in progress 
and its disruption, first, by Lenin’s revolution and, second, by segments 
of the bourgeoisie who decided to adapt the Marxist “theory of politics 
as violence”: “They took over its contempt of law and justice, of inter¬ 
national obligations, and applied these principles in the first place to the 
suppression of Communism.” In reaction to the rise of fascism, many 
turned to the communist alternative. Liberal principles were sneered at, 
as was Wilsonian idealism in international affairs. In the postwar pe¬ 
riod, however, Polanyi thinks liberalism can return. Even the Russians 
recognize the failure of their political conception, and the new weapons 
impel all nations to realize that destruction can only be avoided by mu- 
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tual agreements, impossible, in turn, without trust founded on shared 
values (Moot Paper, January 6, 1947, MP/15:8). Cautiously optimistic, 
Polanyi breaks sharply with Mannheim’s central topos of crisis. Assess¬ 
ing the Moot meeting during which his paper shared the floor with sev¬ 
eral papers by M. Middleton Murry, Polanyi writes Oldham, “I felt that 
we achieved a definite position which consolidated the gains of many 
years of preparation” (Polanyi to Oldham, March 13, 1947, MP/15:3). 
Coincidentally, Mannheim had unexpectedly died in London during that 
last Moot weekend. 12 

Towards a Practical Political Theory 

From 1940 to his death seven years later, Mannheim’s publications 
are dedicated to political sociology. The crisis of democracy, he con¬ 
tends, calls for a sociological theory of the changes undermining earlier 
conditions for the social effectiveness of democratic institutions and 
overtaxing the adaptability of existing institutional designs. Although 
dedication to democratic values is a necessary condition for resistance 
to dictatorship, it is not sufficient. Sociological awareness is integral to 
a political practice capable of steering society through the age of recon¬ 
struction. Mannheim’s analysis in effect abandons his earlier distinction 
between technical and political actions. Governing comes close to ap¬ 
plied sociology, a technology of social control. Yet Mannheim’s fear of 
imminent chaos brings his underlying rationale closer to Hobbes than to 
Comte. The breakdown of controls over controls at the heart of the crisis 
has more in common with the war of all against all than with the dawn 
of a new scientific age of perfection. In the language of Hobbes’ fre¬ 
quently overlooked contrast, Mannheim’s political sociology is conceived 
as “counsel” for a responsible elite, not as “exhortation” for a scientific 
clerisy. The frayed connections between Mannheim’s political sociol¬ 
ogy and the liberal project depend on the force of that distinction. 

Like Hobbes’ political philosophy, Mannheim’s political sociology 
comprehends all “practices and agencies which have as their ultimate 
aim the molding of human behavior and of social relationships 
(Mannheim 1940:247).” From a twentieth-century sociological perspec¬ 
tive, however, the state is no longer conceivable as an autonomous en¬ 
tity that constitutes not only a sovereign power but also private space for 
activity free of control. All human institutions now appear as “perma- 
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nent elements in the political organization of society (Mannheim 
1940:270).” In the absence of crisis, order is defined by the ensemble of 
social techniques exercising social control—that is, achieving the so¬ 
cialization of human beings in a particular space and time, integrating 
them in a system of social cooperation. Adapting Marxist ideas 
Mannheim maintains that the progressive development of social tech¬ 
niques is the social process that has moved society through traditional 
and liberal stages toward planning. Crisis arises when new techniques 
render old ones ineffective without as yet gaining command; and the 
crisis threatens to explode, suddenly and unexpectedly, into chaos The 
political imperative is to institute social techniques capable of subordi¬ 
nating the discordant newly powerful forces to stable and structured 
control. 

Since government is the encompassing social technique for the con¬ 
trol of controls, the discrepancies generating the crisis are manifest in 
deficiencies of government; and the resolution of the crisis requires a 
transformation of government. Liberal parliamentarianism had accom¬ 
plished control by providing a forum in which interests could compete 
and by legitimating the ensuing compromises through legal formaliza¬ 
tion. The rational legality engendered by liberal government and the 
implementing mechanisms which it empowered depended on traditional 
beliefs, shared in the political community since the Middle Ages. Legis¬ 
lation and adjudication did not create these underlying beliefs. Liberal 
government, in short, presupposed traditions independent of government. 
The autonomous economic domain was similarly beyond its control* it 
served as an agency for social control over most members of society, as 
well as defining the interests whose conflicts and adjustments liberal 
governments oversaw. Nongovernmental controls as well as governmen¬ 
tal controls of controls have been rendered perverse in their effects by 
innovations in the social techniques employed at both levels. Interests 
are now reorganized, Mannheim argues, to preclude the bargaining nec¬ 
essary for compromise; governments are bureaucratized and lack legiti¬ 
macy; the system of justice is in crisis because it is too technical and 
opaque in its operations; and the slef-regulating economy does not work 
where economic organizations overpower the market. The control and 
coordination of the new techniques that overwhelm liberal government 
requires planning, and this in turn requires institutionalized agreement 
on some basic values which are acceptable to everybody who shares 
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the traditions of Western civilization,” constituting a “militant democ¬ 
racy (Mannheim 1943: 7).” 13 

Democratic elections and parliamentary procedures should remain, 
unless political structures and traditions have been wholly disrupted. 
But the old forms must be given unfamiliar contents. Mannheim defines 
“politics” as “the struggle between the rival groups and authorities which 
determines the trend of development” (Mannheim 1940: 294), and he 
insists that “the reduction of the political element is essential for any 
form of planning” (Mannheim 1940: 360). Where controls are ratio¬ 
nally coordinated, the control of controls must sooner or later be ratio¬ 
nalized as well. Since the overgeneralized notion of irreconcilable class 
conflict is a principal source of conflictual politics, the social peace 
achieved through wartime collaboration will have to be extended through 
public policies of economic welfare and equalization. In any case, “elec¬ 
tions may well be regarded as a guide only, as an ultimate indication to 
the consulting bodies who have to carry out the public’s wishes” 
(Mannheim 1940: 360). Mannheim is not specific about the characteris¬ 
tics of democracy, except for emphasizing the need for proven rituals 
and for advocating openness to merit. Democracy is an ambiguous ref¬ 
erent for Mannheim, oscillating between conceptions of institutional 
continuity and Rousseauist sovereignty. 

Mannheim is more precise about the reorganization of governing af¬ 
ter the abandonment of liberal reliance on compromise, law, and social 
processes beyond govemmentat control. As valuable experiments with 
the new control over controls he first cites the effective if rigid tech¬ 
niques pioneered by absolutist armies, the brilliant psychological meth¬ 
ods of “Americanization” pervading civic education in the United States, 
and the coordination of social forces by totalitarian regimes. But plan¬ 
ning in the more nearly intact liberal communities will make extensive 
use of indirect techniques of control, using social psychological insights 
to manipulate the social contexts that most effectively constrain human 
emotions and conduct. Mannheim draws on various disciplines to iden¬ 
tify several such agencies of indirect control, including communities, 
associations, politics, fields, and situations. Claiming Durkheim’s Divi¬ 
sion of Labor as precursor, he finds social-psychological conceptions of 
“field” and “situation” insightful about the subtle methods of integra¬ 
tion required in complex societies. Field structures constitute a world in 
which conduct is controlled by social and natural laws. To act intelligi- 



A Political Sociology: Mannheim and the Elite 271 

bly in any such world requires orientation to its norms, no matter what 

f^K 0glCa , m ° tlV f may impd the actor ' Conduct can thus be di¬ 
rected by regulating the norms. Mannheim defines “situation” more nar- 

ZX? an “ U * ritin8S > aIthou 8 h *<= definition illuminates his 
broader uses as well. Situations are constraining contexts, like fields 

but ‘hey are structured by concrete interactions rather than by norms’ 
They lemhhemselves to “specific reconstruction and sociological read¬ 
justment of the sort undertaken by social workers. Education and so- 

are ™r an ' Pr ° fessional si,es for *e development of social 
techniques, but Mannheim does not exempt these agencies and prac¬ 
tices from his general conclusion that innovative techniques of social 

"tu at A S T" y dls ™P ,ive until are integrated within a plan. 
The Ideal at which modern society is aiming,” according to 
Mannheim, is the artificial replication of conditions prevailing in cus- 

IT 0 ' 6 ' 7 by " mtU ' tiVe consent ’” a state of affairs in which regula- 
hon is all-encompassmg m its effects but experienced as self-reguladon 

Mannheim, following the casually provocative terminology of the time 
speaks of the control as simultaneously totalitarian and democrat 
(Mannheim 1940: 328). Mannheim has in mind a situation in which 
cooperation responsibility, and other minimal civilizational values are 
so effectively mculcated that they constitute a reliable foundation for 
autonomous decision and action. Because such values have been effec¬ 
tively destroyed by the emergence of “the mass,” a phenomenon that 
Mannheim classifies as a powerful social technique with reductionist 
ffect on human motivation, the inner constitution will have to be re¬ 
stored by field and situation control, along with more blatant techniques 
o mass education. Mannheim speaks of “articulating the mass,” but 
apologetically assigns great importance to emotionalism and the ma¬ 
nipulation of mass ecstacy. Social techniques of emotionalism are nec- 
essary to create the security and constitutional value-order that will free 
individuals—usually in articulated groups-from control by the mass 
nd restore them to rational autonomy (cp. Mannheim 1943). 

Such coordinated totalitarian control is not antithetical to freedom in 

cn !T d€ T sens u P anmng Wil1 secufe the social space within which 
spontaneity can have free play, and there will be no interference in indi- 

ldual preferences among the choices available. The norms of every 
eld inevitably limit the range of choices. Planning will adjust norms by 
manipulation, but this does not differ in kind from earlier constitutions 
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of freedom. Freedom in this sense contributes to flexibility and ingenu- 
ity, especially among the elite, and it provides an outlet for irrational 
drives, especially among the masses. Mannheim speaks of mast g 
the irrational.” Instances of such mastering, in this puzzling anticlimax, 
include the modem functions of sports as well as the uses of advertising 
to counter the “chaos of consumer freedom,” while allowing preferences 
free play. Mannheim contends that indirect total social control is not 
dehumanizing, but makes life more natural and less subject to instinc¬ 
tual repression because it guarantees the conditions necessary for civ 
life without direct-and punitive-social techniques of control Social 
techniques of control by field and situation, moreover, keep planners 
close to the “creative tendencies in living material,” and thus open o 
change. Controllers in touch with situations are more likely to sense that 
actions breaching norms that have been established bymore forma 
mechanisms may be appropriate and positive responses. Mannheim lik¬ 
ens the social worker to the psychoanalyst, taking both as models for the 
capacity of modem social control techniques to allow for the expression 
of emotional needs. Rather than subjecting all conduct to rational super¬ 
vision, such controllers achieve the detachment necessary to reinforce 
limits while permitting even risky experimentation and expression. 

Mannheim admits that his political sociology sets forth a functional 
approach suffused by technical thinking, and he acknowledges that ro¬ 
mantic objections to such thinking are valid and justified but only a 
an abstract methodological level. The objections must be disregarded m 
practice because the predominance of technical knowledge cannot be 
prevented once the new social techniques are in operation. At die pomt 
of crisis, possibilities of control must be ruthlessly explored and consci¬ 
entiously applied: “Once the preliminary steps have been token, we can¬ 
not escape the task of requiring sufficient technical skill to steer the 
social machine instead of letting ourselves be crushed beneath its wheels 
(Mannheim 1940:242). Mannheim had also used this image at toe con¬ 
clusion of his essay on politics as a science, when he referred to t e 
“party machine” as flattening everything before it. But then he had called 
for resistance at toe last moment. Ten years had changed his attitude 

towards such machines. . . • 

Yet Mannheim also expresses sympathy with critics who counter his 
advocacy of social technology with arguments based on principles that 
Mannheim acknowledges as “valid” and “justified. He is t in g no 
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only about Jaszi and Heimann’s objections to Mensch und Gesellschaft, 
but also about his hopes for “communion” among members of the Moot 
In an essay on social philosophy originally prepared for the Moot and 
expressly credited to the stimulus of that group when published 
(Mannheim 1943), Mannheim argues that the type of metaphysical think¬ 
ing represented by Christian theology is a necessary complement to his 
sociological efforts. To perceive concrete, meaning-giving archetypes 
of human experience at the deepest level supplies a dramatization of 
existence essential to the constitution of commitment and action. While 
the theory of social control can neither generate nor test such truths, it 
must acknowledge that its own composition depends on a ground of 
moral energy beyond its ken. In a paradox reminiscent of his Budapest 
puzzling over saintliness and the soul, the essay on the utopian mental¬ 
ity (Mannheim 1929), as well as his interventions in the Tillich circle, 
Mannheim asserts that the experience of “presentness” integral to re¬ 
sponsibility is impossible without a utopian vision, while responsibility 
in his time dictates the practice of a sociology destructive of utopianism. 
Despite these unresolved concessions to another universe of discourse. 
Mannheim returns to the functional mode of his political sociology. The 
social uses of religion are more urgent for him than the problems reli¬ 
gion poses. Mannheim offers a token to his critics, but he does not qualify 
his theory of control. J 

As a political theory, Mannheim’s design has major flaws. Mannheim 
fails to deal forthrightly with force and violence as aspects of political 
life or with coercion as an aspect of social control. A political theory 
that does not deal with the most signal political facts, a political history 
that leaps over the formative period of the modem state and moves from 
a stereotyped medievalism to a stereotyped liberalism, a conception of 
government that is uninformative about its form or processes—such a 
conception of social control is one-sided, ambiguous, undeveloped. There 
are remarkable suggestions, insights, reformulations and recombinations 
of earlier ideas, and there is an admirable display of energy in taking the 
planning theme out of the repertory of progressive thinking, and elabo¬ 
rating it into a comprehensive ideal type. In this capacity, the one-sided 
abstraction from the complexity of power relations is not simply a de¬ 
fect. By suggesting this wider context, Mannheim stimulated new think¬ 
ing in such fields as education, social work, and economic planning. 
While he failed to produce a political theory of democracy, as he had 
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hoped to do, he did generate a useful model for identifying new prob¬ 
lems and possibilities. 

Democracy and Planning Elites 


Mannheim was not alone in elevating planning for reconstruction 
to a central political theme or in thinking that such planning required 
new institutions to link social scientific research and public policy. 
The London School of Economics interrupted its publication of Politica 
between 1942 and 1945, in favor of a “quarterly journal of reconstruc¬ 
tion” named Agenda , a term still fresh enough to retain its original 
significance of distinguishing actions from matters of belief. Since the 
first months of the war, the heads of social science research in and out 
of government experimented with schemes for coordinating not only 
social science research but policy design, and Agenda offered surveys 
of this work and reflections on research coordination, as well as ar¬ 
ticles on specific reconstruction problems. Mannheim was not involved 
in the journal, and an opening programmatic article cautions against 
thinking that the war signals a “defect in our social order or promises 
a new one. “This belief is vaguely held,” the representative of the edi¬ 
torial group explains, “and it is a serious sort of concession to make to 
the Dictators. This is, also, a political democracy, in which each party 
will define a better order differently” (Macgregor 1942: 4). His 
concluding recommendation, however, comes closer to Mannheim’s 
distrust of partisan democratic processes to plan and manage recon¬ 
struction. “In what sense do we contemplate a national policy of re¬ 
construction?”, the author asks. His answer suggests the uncertainties 
afflicting conventional political thought: 

There will still be political parties [after the war], who will wish to take different 
roads out of the actual post-war position. Each political party is, in fact, at work on 
its own plans. In addition, there are various bodies engaged on research into recon¬ 
struction, and the outlines of programmes have also been issued by persons ot high 
authority. Will all this just be thrown into public debate, so that the path chosen 
will really depend on whichever party first obtains power? Or what is the alterna¬ 
tive? There is a Ministry of Reconstruction, and its head is a party man, who is not 
likely to be neutralized. Ought we not to safeguard the position of the Ministry 
itself, and meet an unprecedented condition in an unprecedented way, by some¬ 
thing in the nature of a Council of Reconstruction? How else will the position be 
straightened out.... Such a Council could not settle our affairs for us; but its au¬ 
thority could be such that no government could neglect its findings. We are prepar- 
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ing a great many plans, but who are to be the planners who will pass upon this mass 
of research and suggestions.... Reconstruction is being spoken of as in some way 
a policy of the nation. Then by what method is it to be made national? There is this 
and that which “we” are going to do. Either no promise is reliable, or “we” must 
have an organ for shaping policy. (Macgregor 1942: 12; cp. Clark 1942: 93-94) 

Questions about the ability of the political system to generate or use 
plans captured the attention of Rockefeller Foundation officials dis¬ 
patched to England at the beginning of the war to survey research needs. 
They were especially struck by representations from Political and Eco¬ 
nomic Planning (PEP), a group founded in 1938 by Julian Huxley. The 
most extensive report was prepared by D.P. O’Brien on October 5,1939, 
after meetings with leading officials of the National Institute of Eco¬ 
nomic and Social Research, the London School of Economics, The Royal 
Institute of International Affairs (Chatham House), Oxford University, 
the University Grants Committee, as well as Political and Economic 
Planning. O’Brien reports: “The determination to carry on significant 
work will...overcome the present chaos and disorder. It would seem 
that an internal upheaval in certain governmental departments will oc¬ 
cur and thus increase efficiency through the elimination of the intellec¬ 
tually unfit. It impressed me that some of the best brains of the nation 
are hard at work in attempting to bring about a peaceful revolution in 
England which will eventually eliminate some of the old inadequate 
systems of government.” His concluding remarks refer to a planning 
document prepared by Max Nicholson and Julian Huxley of PEP, “which 
Huxley would like to place in the hands of President Roosevelt, the 
Rockefeller Foundation, the Carnegie Endowment, and important bod¬ 
ies such as the Social Science Research Council, [and which] has been 
read by significant groups such as the two secretaries of the Royal Soci¬ 
ety. ... The document has been subjected to their corrections and ap¬ 
proval, with an explanation that the matter was strictly confidential” 
(DPO’B to SMG. RF:RG6.1/281.1/40/471). 15 The PEP document, “What 
Are We Fighting For?”, concentrates on defining issues for coordinated 
research “and propaganda,” but the political implications are evident: 

While I was given a copy of this document, I was counselled not to attempt to bring 
it to Paris because of the strict censorship which went into effect a few days before 
my departure. The document is in many ways charged with dynamite in so far as it 
would be a blast against some of the evidently inadequate policies of the present 
government in England. Clear acknowledgment is made of many of the significant 
and important advances realized by the Fascist and Socialist (sic) groups in Italy 
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and Germany, and that certain of the aspects of these policies could well be intro¬ 
duced in England, while at the same time retaining the best of English life and 
methods. This would no doubt mean a great internal upheaval. The writers of the 
document are strongly in favor of such a re-arrangement of government and politi¬ 
cal service, which, it is strongly stressed, would be needed to meet the present 
problems of the world. 

“In essence,” O’Brien concludes, “the document is aimed at forming a 
government whose major policy would be to serve the people and would 
be fairly devoid of so-called politics.” 

Huxley, as spokesman for the group circulating “What Are We Fight¬ 
ing For?”, wants the Foundation to discuss the contents of the document 
with other funding agencies, and if possible to have its contents edited 
for publication from an American point of view. 16 Speaking for a group 
of Commonwealth officials, the Australian High Commissioner, S.M. 
Bruce, independently agreed that research and plans for reconstruction 
require active support from American private and public agencies, and 
that this should be solicited through confidential soundings at nongov¬ 
ernmental levels facilitated and funded by the Rockefeller Foundation 
(TBK to SMG, October 21, 1939, RF:RG6.1/281.1/40/491). 17 

The intense discussions about the PEP proposals and more general 
issues of research coordination, in which the director of the LSE was a 
prominent participant, coincide with Mannheim’s hints to Wirth that “if 
I come to America it is very likely that I should be charged with the task 
of fostering cooperation between scholars and exponents of public opin¬ 
ion” (Mannheim to Wirth, September 19, 1939, LWP/7:11). The corre¬ 
spondence between Carr-Saunders and the Rockefeller Foundation 
effectively excludes the possibility of the director having given 
Mannheim any encouragement for such speculation; Carr-Saunders 
thought that Mannheim failed to understand empirical research and he 
was concerned about Mannheim’s lack of naturalization (Carr-Saunders 
to Kittredge, September 19, 1939, RF:RGl.l/401S/73/969). Julian 
Huxley of the Political and Economic Planning group, the principal force 
behind the idea, was selected as “a representative of the British groups” 
(Kittredge to Willits, November 20, 1939, RF: RG6.1/281.1/40/491). 
But there can be little doubt that Mannheim knew about the discussions, 
and he evidently hoped for an assignment connected with these plans 
despite the distance between himself and the most important interlocu¬ 
tors of the Rockefeller Foundation. One point of contact between 
Mannheim and the planners was Sir Walter Moberly, who had been so 
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impressed by Mannheim’s first Moot presentation that he invited him to 
write up a proposal for a special social science faculty in 1938. 18 The 
discordance between the language in which Mannheim’s ideas were 
expressed and traditional patterns of English thought (Harris 1986: 241) 
did not wholly exclude him from political influence. 

His most highly placed admirer was R.A. Butler, Minister of Educa¬ 
tion between 1941 and 1945. Mannheim’s acquaintance with Butler dated 
from the summer of 1940, when they met and engaged “in a series of 
conversations...which ‘cleared the ground for definite action in the 
field of planning.’ They found that their views on reconstruction ‘were 
in full accord’” (Harris 1986: 240). 19 Butler was the leader of Conserva¬ 
tive Party reconstruction planning subcommittees charged with design¬ 
ing a strategic conception for the party’s future. The circle of Conservative 
intellectuals he recruited shared his fascination with older Tory ideas 
about Christian organic community. Butler was simultaneously “a mod¬ 
em Peelite and supporter of empiricism and material progress,” and the 
combination of these clashing aspirations explains his sympathy for 
Mannheim’s attempted synthesis of similar elements. The draft of “Plan- 

WaS cifculated in Butler’s group before Mannheim 
published it in Man and Society, and “draft outlines of a potential Con¬ 
servative reconstruction program in 1941 and 1942” contained elements 
compatible with Mannheim’s views, despite important differences in 
anguage. More direct were the connections between Mannheim’s think- 

W A °J^f th , e education subcommittee selected by Butler (Harris 
2 46). In the end, neither the program nor the report of the 
subcommittee prevailed, but the appeal to Mannheim in these delibera¬ 
tions is an indication that Mannheim’s voice had resonance in the politi¬ 
cal discourse of his time, notwithstanding its foreign tone. It would be a 
mistake, however, simply to identify Mannheim with the utopian streak 
in political conservatism. 20 A subtler insight into Mannheim’s political 

P a r,' S ? rOV ’ J de . d by Mannheim ’ s correspondence on political matters 
withmis friend A.D. Lindsay, the Master of Balliol. 

Lindsay was not only an important academic politician and Moot 
member but also a widely recognized liberal democratic political theo¬ 
rist - Lindsay began his career in Scotland, gaining notice as a leading 
thinker of the Labour Party. In 1938, Lindsay ran as a radical anti-Tory 
candidate m a famous by-election. By the time Mannheim knew him he 
was Master of Balliol and active in social Christian groups. Although he 
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never agreed with Mannheim on some important issues, he eagerly en¬ 
gaged him in correspondence and conversations while composing The 
Modern Democratic State (1943). Against vigorous opposition, Lindsay 
attempted to make Mannheim the director of a major publication pro¬ 
gram on “Democracy and Its Working,” planned by Chatham House m 
1941 and funded by the Rockefeller Foundation. In notes prepared for 
an obituary broadcast, Lindsay describes his relations with Mannheim: 


I remember vividly the occasion when I first met Dr. Karl Mannheim. He had sent 
me a copy of his book Ideology and Utopia. We had some correspondence about it. 
I asked him to come and stay with me for a weekend The matters of our discussion 
could not be dealt with satisfactorily in correspondence. He came I had a line 
weekend, and we talked to our hearts’ content ranging over our wholesocialtheo- 
ries. I while welcoming and interested in almost all he said, thought him too sys¬ 
tematic, too elaborate, too much of a planner. He thought me too empirical, too 
intuitive. But I knew that each of us was interested in the other s views and wanted 
to hear more. But with this beginning of a warm friendship between us, he sent m 
his writings and I sent him mine and we continually interchanged ideas. (LP) 


An example of these exchanges is a long letter from Mannheim in 
1941 on an early draft of Lindsay’s book. A remark on a specific chap¬ 
ter sets the tone for the whole: “fflt is not only the great numbers which 
create new obstacles to democracy,” Mannheim notes, nor is it only 
“the problem of ‘discussion’” More important is the emergence o 
new social techniques” which “hamper democratic institutions in their 
working” because they create “a chance for minority rule.” For these 
reasons, Mannheim says, he “should rather like to see the constitu¬ 
tional discussion turned into one of social organisation in general. 
Mannheim welcomes Lindsay’s dual emphasis on the aristocratic and 
religious roots of English democracy, underlining the importance of 
the latter in view of the decline of the former traditions. But he cau¬ 
tions against drawing mechanical egalitarian conclusions from the 
“equal priesthood of all believers”: the religious emphasis implies an 
obligation to raise individuals to service. Characteristically, Mannheim 
relativizes distrust of the central state, citing his own experience in 
Republican Germany, where “for about a decade the spirit of progress 
was at work in the Ministry of Education whereas the spirit of 
semifeudal tradition barricaded itself in the semi-autonomous bodies 
of the universities” (Mannheim to Lindsay, November 19, 1940, LP). 
In a striking passage, Mannheim remarks parenthetically, having F^ised 
Lindsay’s defense of “final causes” as a framework for values, “it is in 
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this context that I understand more and more your emphasis on politi¬ 
cal science apart from descriptive sociology. You mean by political 
science the setting in which the element of purpose and value in politi¬ 
cal problems is not being neutralized.” He expresses a revealing doubt 
about this, “whether die removing of the sociological problems into 
the purely technical field doesn’t once more kill the spirit in them ” 
but drops the question. The aim is to distinguish neutrality from toler- 
ance and to abandon the former while proclaiming the latter: “the 

e ief in truth includes the belief in free thought and experiment. Poli¬ 
tics, ethics and economics are heading for a new integration.” 

Mannheim is most vehement on the theme of elites. He poses prob¬ 
lems of “qualitative” selection and emphasizes the need for newcomers 
who can revitalize elites tamed by established institutions. In this con¬ 
text, he expands on “the amazing vitality and efficiency of the Nazis,” 
as well as Hitler’s “new impetus which simply says ‘it must be done’ 
and doesn’t care about the taboos of the old-fashioned economist or 
strategist.” British elites are too rigid and the opening to talents is too 
conditioned on conformity: “what is lacking is both a progressive lead¬ 
ership of the middle classes which could prevent them from becoming 
fascist and the vitalizing new ferment in the historical leadership which 
as in the past made them able to adapt their minds to the requirement of 
new situations.” This brings Mannheim back to his “order,” which 
should represent a sect within the old leadership, with its spiritual pow- 
efs J s ^ould bring about the fermentation and reorganization which by 
methods of reform would gradually transform the traditional leadership 
groups into the new type of leadership.” 

In his broadcast after Mannheim’s death, Lindsay explains how he 
understood Mannheim’s elitist arguments: 


« P1 are „ th ° Se who . re f ard ‘democratic planning" as a contradiction in terms 
w P ' a “ 8 aeems to miply a “planner” or at most a committee of planners-in one 
ay or another a few superior people imposing their ideas on a whole community 

wh^ 6111 !! 8 ^ 1 ” 00 ? 110 P anmng implied the existe nce throughout a society of 
awareness.” He recognized that “democratic planning” meant 
cnr ^ tary cooperation of many elements in society: it meant a habit of wide- 
S dlSC 7° n : lt meant that the leaders of all the various sections of society- 
politicians, churchmen, industrialists, trade unionists and others-should have a 
genuine sense of common purpose and a belief in the same social values. His main 
business as a sociologist he considered to be to point out the factors in society 
which made possible this social discussion. His “plan” was as unlike as possible to 
a blue print or an elaborated scheme of legislation. It was more like a doctor’s 
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diagnosis than an engineer’s drawing. He tried to discern the decisive factors which 
made for the health and vitality of society. This method of approaching political 
problems needed a rare combination of learning and wisdom. (LP) 

Lindsay’s liberal interpretation of Mannheim’s challenge illustrates the 
cultural confidence that simultaneously delighted and provoked Mannheim. 
In discussion with an earnest, self-confident partner in the context of se¬ 
cure democratic institutions, Mannheim’s sometimes scandalous indiffer¬ 
ence to democratic political norms appeared stimulating. Mannheim’s 
description of their relations almost two years after his original comments 
on The Modern Democratic State also carry conviction, despite some po¬ 
lite exaggeration. Having traced their disagreement about state power— 
whether it should be understood as sovereignty in a sociologically realistic 
sense or as the workings of the constitution—to a difference between the 
German mind and the English mind, Mannheim writes: “[I]n my view 
much more important than whether one has a German or an English mind 
is that one should have both. I really think that the future of thinking rests 
with those of us who have got a bi-lingual mind...What I always en¬ 
joyed in my discussions with you was that they were a real 
‘Auseinandersetzung’ where we could all of a sudden see that behind our 
personal differences stood the conflict and the possible synthesis of dif¬ 
ferent worlds” (Mannheim to Lindsay, June 4,1942, LP). 

It was not the Mannheim of discussion and compromise who responded 
to the opportunity Lindsay opened for him at Chatham House in 1941. 
The Publications Committee sought to publish “a statement of the prin¬ 
ciples of democracy...an appraisal of [successes and failures], with a 
view to providing the facts necessary for an examination of how democ¬ 
racy as a form of society is to meet...the challenge of the totalitarian 
system of government and to convince others of its worth as a substitute 
(May 5, 1941, LP). Mannheim was commissioned to prepare a plan of 
research and responded with fifteen single-spaced pages, Studies in De¬ 
mocracy: A Research Plan” (LP), encompassing ten vast topics and a 
scheme for “an organic synthesis in which the group work as an entity and 
try to agree on the scope of the work, the methods to be used, and to watch 
the natural ramifications of the problems rather than their traditional de¬ 
partmental aspects.” The topics ranged across functional, idealist, psy¬ 
chological, historical, structural, and cultural approaches, with a list of 
questions for each, and the plan ended with the theme of “democratic 
reconstruction.” Lindsay’s book was allotted a spot, taken as exemplifica- 
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tion of idealism, and Mannheim’s familiar planning theses unified the 
conception. Several of the committee’s consultants were appalled. 

The most hostile, G.M. Young, pleaded for an empirical approach, study¬ 
ing actual political systems before deciding whether there was any such 
thmg as democracy, protesting that “under the domed and columned mag¬ 
nificence of [Mannheim’s] enterprise any bricks and mortar would look 
like an Anderson Shelter set down in Santa Sophia.” Classically fulfilling 
Mannheim’s more dire prophecies about English reactions to his ideas 
Young pleads: “With all humility, I hope the Publications Committee will 
before adopting the Mannheim scheme, consider very carefully whether 
this native method of inquiry... is to be ousted by a procedure which in 
evety line betrays its continental inspiration, and is really a product of the 

H ” XpenenCe ° f * e academic classes in Germany and Russia'YLP) 
R.C.K. Ensor is more subtle in assessing this “highly characteristic docu- 
ment He would like to see it funded if wartime personnel problems can 
be solved but only “if the proposal were that Dr. Mannheim should run a 
seminar of young research workers, who might fairly be regarded as his 
disciples, and whose function would be to enable him to paint a larger 
canvas than his individual brush could cover” (a relation something like 
Aat of Rubens pup,Is to Rubens). Lindsay, speaking for Mannheim as 
well as himself, picks up Ensor’s suggestion of several separate books 
with Mannheim s only one among these, and apologizes for Mannheim’s 
having smothered this original idea up in detail. Ensor suggests Mannheim 
tor a book on the social dimensions of democracy, while Lindsay urges 
that he be assigned “The Breakdown of Continental Democracies.” Nei¬ 
ther of them suggest what eventually emerges as his assignment from the 
subcommittee that was struck, “The Essentials of Democratic Planning ” 
a project that wasresistedin the committee at every stage of deliberation 
and successfully defended by Lmdsay, and that yielded no published re¬ 
sults m Mannheim’s lifetime. 21 


i neories and Ideas: Limits of Bilingualism 

Many of those Mannheim addressed in England and America could 
not sympathize with his theoretical interest and took his systematizing 
statements as manifestations of a continental weakness for abstruse specu- 
iation. Others carried on their own theoretical discourse in modalities to 
which Mannheim was largely tone-deaf, and they avenged his seeming 
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indifference to their accomplishments by their response to his efforts. 
The one group, exemplified by the Moot, humoured his weakness for 
system-building, but were satisfied to abstract the many ideas they found 
rewarding. The other, including some of his professional colleagues, 
finally “reacted furiously to him... and considered him a charlatan who 
confused young people” by posing “deep” but unanswerable questions 
“but couldn’t teach them anything because he didn’t have anything valu¬ 
able to teach” (interview with Jean Floud, March 2, 1976, AA). Bot 
kinds of responses worked back on Mannheim’s theoretical efforts, to 
their marked detriment. 

Mannheim was admired by a number of people of intellectual achieve¬ 
ment and discernment during his years on the Moot. They secured him 
the position at the Institute of Education and they enabled him to found 
the International Library of Sociology and Social Reconstruction at 
Routledge & Kegan Paul. And they thanked him for suggestions and 
praised him for his ideas. But they did not take his theories seriously, as 
he wanted them taken. His admirers on the Moot—A.D. Lindsay, Sir 
Fred Clarke, T.S. Eliot—agreed with his general political search for a 
form of planning as compatible as possible with established values and 
institutions, and they were stimulated by his ideas. 

But the distinctly English sense of “ideas,” as separately reasoned 
opinions on discrete questions, stands opposed to Mannheim’s lifelong 
search for philosophically grounded structures of knowledge, and in¬ 
deed, to John Stuart Mill’s aspirations in his “Logic of the Moral Sci¬ 
ences” (Cumming 1973). A.D. Lindsay closes his review of Mannheim’s 
posthumous Freedom, Power and Democratic Planning (Mannheim 
1950) with the wish that “someone could write a short and popular book 
called ‘The Wisdom of Mannheim’ which might be widely read. This 
wisdom does not depend on Mannheim’s conception of sociological 
theory as synthetical knowledge: 


Doctor Mannheim knows so much, has such a proper consciousness of the 
altogethemess of everything, and the way in which any one factor m society may 
affect others that it is very difficult for him to leave things alone. I remember 
wi’aThin and of friends containing H.H. Oldham how socta 

reform ought best to come about, and I maintained that you must makeup your 
mind as to what in society was of the most danger and grapple with ***> 
assume that modem society was naturally healthy, and w ,°" ld f Someh °^ 1 n ^ h 
other things that are rotten. Mannheim stoutly maintained that you could do noth¬ 
ing until you knew exactly what to do for everything...Mannheim always re- 
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sisted very strongly any suggestion that legislation, like moral action, was partly a 
leap in the dark. One always felt that he had a sociological faith that all these 
blanks ot ignorance about society could be overcome. (Lindsay 1952:85-86) 

The good-natured skepticism about Mannheim’s theoretical design is as 
interesting as Lindsay’s turn to the biographical, in his and in similar 
reviews of Mannheim’s later achievements. He had become a promi¬ 
nent personality—forceful, interesting, articulate—a presence in cul¬ 
tural and intellectual life, a lively and stimulating conversationalist. 

That personality was not everywhere appreciated. Jean Floud recalls: 
“There was something in his conversational manner that appeared ‘slip¬ 
pery.’ He trimmed and adjusted what he was saying, in order to forestall 
objections and keep the flow. He sought thereby to create the impres¬ 
sion of general agreement, even when his evasions left the point quite 
muddled and his partner in conversation often quite frustrated. What 
might have seemed fair to him appeared opportunistic and more pre¬ 
emptive than accommodating to others.” 22 But other testimony, like that 
of T.S. Eliot, emphasizes Mannheim’s brilliance. In his Times obituary, 
Eliot writes: “In informal discussion among a small group, he gained an 
ascendancy which he never sought, but which was, on the contrary, im¬ 
posed upon him by the eagerness of others to listen to what he had to 
say.... His talk was always a stimulant to original thought” (Eliot 1947). 23 

It is quite in keeping with this high opinion, however, that Eliot took 
the lead among those who resisted Mannheim’s attempts to unify the 
Moot in doctrine and action. For Eliot, the purpose of conversation was 
to study types, to seek knowledge about things, to get responses, to be 
stimulated. In a Moot paper, “On the Place and Function of the Clerisy ” 
(MP/15:6), Eliot insists: “It is not the business of clerics to agree with 
each other; they are driven to each other’s company by their common 
dissimilarity from everybody else, and by the fact that they find each 
other the most profitable people to disagree with” (MP/15: 6). 

This conception was far from Mannheim’s hopes for an organization 
of gentlemen intellectuals for common tasks of policy guidance and 
popular inspiration. 

Another feature of the exchange of ideas that the English milieu cul¬ 
tivated and Mannheim sought in vain to coordinate is the ease with which 
one attractive idea is replaced by another. When A.D. Lindsay began 
planning the university that became Keele, for example, “Mannheim 
was one of the first people he wanted to consult.... He was very much 
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impressed by Mannheim’s stress on sociology and social awareness” 
(Scott 1971:344). On a subsequent occasion, however, he was struck by 
a remark by his wife that “we in England...get our Weltanschauung 
from... poetry” (Mountford 1972: 370). The latter conception had more 
effect on Keele’s curriculum, and it was not until 1966 before a full 
professor of sociology was appointed at Keele. 

Similarly, Fred Clarke (1940) opened his influential book, Education 
and Social Change, with a summary of Mannheim’s thesis about the 
transition to planning and especially about the need to overcome the 
lack of self-awareness about ideology in English thinking, as well as the 
inability to work through comprehensive designs. But a year or two later, 
at a LePlay House Conference, Clarke rejected the idea of sociology in 
the school curriculum and pleaded for history, quoting R.G. Collingwood, 
“The idea of action as duty... is inevitable to a person who considers it 
historically” (Dymes 1944:95). Even Mannheim’s most ardent support¬ 
ers, in short, equivocated about his style of thought. 

There were successes and major achievements in the program of pub¬ 
lications Mannheim initiated at Routledge & Kegan Paul. He attempted 
to cultivate the international community of intellectuals which as in 
Hungary and Germany and the earlier years in England—he saw as al¬ 
ready being everywhere at work. He made special efforts to naturalize 
some of the intellectual currents that had influenced his own earlier de¬ 
velopment, including a book on Dilthey by a Moot associate, publica¬ 
tions by Lukacs, and writings by German existentialist writers. Despite 
the influential standing presupposed by that work, however, an exchange 
of letters between his two closest collaborators documents the pattern of 
misunderstanding which haunts his later endeavours. There is an un¬ 
pleasant undercurrent of shared assumptions in the brief correspondence 
between Lindsay, one of the four prestigious members of the Library’s 
Advisory Board, and T. Murray Ragg, the responsible official at the 
publishing company. Lindsay writes about the manuscript of the book 
on Dilthey: 

I think it would be a much better book to publish than some of the stuff you have 
got in the library, but then I think the library is a mixture of very good stuff and 
some books the only justification for which was that they were written by dis¬ 
tressed Germans. But Mannheim never consulted anyone. (RKP) 


Ragg replies: 
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Your comment about books in the library interested me very much, and perhaps 
you will have some sympathy with me when I tell you that for every book accepted 
by us for the library at Mannheim’s urgent request, we turned dowL least a doz^ 

S y Put . bef ° re US - 11 Was difficult indeed to keep him on any sort of 

ash. We are now, however, trying to maintain a much higher standard, though 
there are still many legacies from the Mannheim regime to appear. (RKP) g 


The question of Mannheim’s relations with his special audience is 
important to an understanding of his thought, because he made the con¬ 
nection with a collective consciousness a constituent of his experimen ¬ 
tal theoretical structures. A crucial part of the experiment for him was 
the testing of resonance. In a sense, the conception is congruent with 
Lukacs conception of class consciousness, but the experience of con¬ 
nectedness and intersubjective grounding was to be more empirical in 
character: not the elucidation of objective interests and tendencies alone 
but the acknowledged clarification of the practices actuating the real 
unit—a generation, an intelligentsia, a discipline, a spiritual elite—bring- 
mg it to itself and making it articulate. Mannheim’s attempts to achieve 
such results were jeopardized by resistance in the groups addressed 
who often did not recognize themselves in his account of them, and by 
his own weakness for self-deception, intensified by the sheer energy 
with which he embarked on his efforts and by the frustration at finding 
his means insufficient, especially in the resistant new cultural context 
Without producing the experience of “insight” in the “patient”—to bor¬ 
row Mannheim’s favorite analogy—the diagnosis was “not valid” and 
the “therapy” without effect. 


Much has been written about the contributions of the immigrant schol- 
ars to the cultural and social sciences in England and North America 
mid rightly so. But perhaps students of exile have not said enough about 
the personal costs to the emigres. They found themselves forced to ac¬ 
cept a role as alien and esoteric prophets, praised for the heuristic value 
of their work for the native scholarly enterprise, but too often not ac¬ 
cepted as collaborators in the cooperative effort. Or they had to recast 
their thought into modes whose capacities for subtlety they could not 
easily master. Theodor W. Adorno, who opted for each of these alterna¬ 
tives in turn, wrote: “Every emigre intellectual, without exception, is 
damaged. And he better admit it, if he does not want to have the harsh 
lesson brought home to him behind the tightly closed doors of his self¬ 
esteem. He lives in surroundings that must remain incomprehensible to 
him, however well he may find his way among labor organizations or in 
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traffic. He constantly dwells in confusion.... His language has been 
expropriated, and the historical dimension, that nourished his knowl¬ 
edge, has been sapped” (Adorno [1951] 1969:32). 

While the intellectual communities in the host countries could often 
make productive use of the stimulation they received, this usefulness 
was not always good for the refugees themselves and for their intellec¬ 
tual development. The loss of a language rich with meanmgs and of a 
responsive audience may sometimes be a stimulus for new creativity. 
But it more commonly works harm. Authors may translate their thoughts 
into an idiom whose conceptual apparatus cannot easily bear it and which 
they do not fully command. Or they may coin new formulations m the 
new language, but find these stillborn—dead words in a ritualized vo¬ 
cabulary, reified and stylized as they are expounded and defended, and 
therefore antithetical to the movement of thought. Mannheim’s theoriz¬ 
ing was in fact so victimized, despite the fact that his earlier work on the 
context-dependency of concepts in the cultural sciences uniquely pre¬ 
pared him for the problems he faced. 

Mannheim felt obliged to make a rapid contribution, to repay his recep¬ 
tion as a refugee and to earn his due place. Accordingly, he did not follow 
the advice that he had himself given to Wirth in 1930, to live “there for a 
while to see how “scientific problems” are posed from “within the immedi¬ 
ate problem context there.” His turn to John Stuart Mill was well-conceived; 
but he used it more as an opening to Saint-Simon and Comte than as a 
starting point for exploring the British line of social inquiry, back from Mill, 
through Stewart and Millar to Ferguson and Smith, and forward from Mill, 
to Geddes and Hobhouse. As a result, he sometimes appeared arrogant and 
ill-informed to important colleagues, and he lost important opportunities. 
Mannheim himself, it should be recalled, professed that the refugee condi¬ 
tion provided a position of strategic marginality and a unique capacity for 
intermediation. He hoped to “serve as a living interpreter between different 
cultures and to create living communications between different worlds which 
so far have been kept apart” (Mannheim 1945). But even Mannheim under¬ 
estimated the liabilities of this emigration. 


Notes 


1. In a letter to some of his students, for example, Mannheim (NR) exhorts them: 
“We shall have to transform the sociology of functions ( Funktionssoziologie ) 
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ever more into a sociology of mission C Missionssoziologie ).” Six years later 
Mannhe,m •<> Louis Wirth (LWP/7:11) that life in London bwS 

ever more attractive, that the English are rap.dly changing: ‘C dynaTsm of 

Howth of mv f^l m ° 3 U ' ,le ° f ■*"*"« Republic, as is also shown b^e 
growth of my following among students and general public. One has the feeling 

of having a ’mission.- In his BBC obituary of Mannheim, his academic patn 
A D. Lindsay (LP), uses the same term: “Dr. Mannheim in the years he sLnt in 
this country was a man with a mission.” P 

2. In his 1918 doctoral dissertation (Mannheim [1922] 1953), Mannheim distin¬ 
guishes the cumulative and progressive elements in the histories of art philoso- 
phy, and science. While the former does not know qualitative criteria of 
obsolescence and the latter is fully controlled by them, philosophy is intermedi¬ 
ate, having to grant in principle the possibility of a supervening^ruth but also 
acknowledging the continuing merits of older efforts amid uncertainties 

dd^wlS'thtTreTe 1 " th f excl f usive Christian company of the Moot coin¬ 
cides with the forced expulsion from Germany of noncitizen “Ostjuden ” 

Mamdieims academic career in Germany started after his sponsors certified that 

nalfzfl m n and U was ended b X * decree that the Nazis ratio- 

pi 2 ®? Tr 8 °fj uden from the civil service. Mannheim’s association with 
hnstian thinkers did not imply dishonorable denial of his ethnic identity His 

as fn n FrInSurt he aSS jT. lated Jewish c ™unity of Budapest, and in Budapest 
as in Frankfurt he and his closest associates never looked to Jewish religious 

LuS7l986 e 'l47m Si0na , 1 “ plor f onsof re bgtous issues. Exceptionally, Georg 
Lukacs (1986. 147ff) went through a period of enthusiasm for Buber’s recon¬ 
struction of Hasidism during the years Mannheim knew him best, and Mannheim 

(Woldring “ 986 ^? toM “• m f mberof a seminar att « lde <l by Martin Bube^ 

twoldnng 1986. 21). In Mannheim s writings, however, Buber’s religious ideas 

p Ppe n ar . ° n y ° nce ’ ^d theni only fleetingly in a posthumous book subjected to 
xtensive revision by its editors (Mannheim 1950: 298). Despite Mannheim’s 
ac o interest in Jewish traditions, he was known as a Jew to his students and 
colleagues. One of his Frankfurt students, Nina Rubinstein, interviewed inl^ 
e^laimed in surprise when told about Mannheim’s association wilfhe Mool’ 

in^llS T a !Tu ay \ em gUtCr Jud ’ (a re S ular Jew >” (AA). He lived among Jews 
London, and his home was a gathering place and communications center for 

angarnn refagec mtellcch'ab (Karl Polanyi to Michael Polanyi, undated (1938], 
MPP 17.13). Although Arnold Hauser complained that Mannheim kept his life 

2 sh figures separ f i rom ws nfe *—ss t/gS 

intellectuals (AA), there is reason to think that the patronage by Herbert Read 
that made possible the publication of Hauser’s Social History of An came through 

S’i'n 1 194f < ^t 0 M Ce \ T ' S ' E „ lio L Ma " nnlleta and Read’s mutual friend, wrote 
R^d AnriU 1941 rebuffs... from English Jews (Eliot to 

. 7’ I?’ but 1116 context offers no clarification. After Mannheim’s 

moaned e M° U h dge * P ? Ul direct ° r overse eing Mannheim’s series be¬ 

moaned Mannheim s susceptibility to fellow-refugees (RKP) In short 

Mannheim s interest in the Moot does not represent any attempt to change the 
sense ,n which he was Jewish. That he took distance from Eastern Jews and left 

rr°- d n°n f re f 8niti ° n ° f the H ° loca ' ,st ’ le ‘ al °“ refl^ionl X te nm 
lstinguish him from most members of his Budapest or Weimar era circles His 
library went to the Hebrew University in Jerusalem at his death. 
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4 “Some Remarks on Humanisme Integral by Jacques Maritain,” two-page mim¬ 
eograph, circulated to “Moot” members prior to a dinner meeting; with 

on May 11 1939, AA. Partial collections of Moot papers in MP and LP. Oldham s 
complete records are in the care of Professor Duncan Forrester of the University 
of Edinburgh, the literary executor of Kathleen Bliss, a Moot member who was 
working on a biography of Oldham at the time of her death. 

5 Karl Mannheim to Oldham, two-page “Moot” mimeograph, circulated to 
members prior to their April 1941 meeting in Cold Ash, England, AA 

6 . “Sacrifice quotidien” is Lukacs’ characterization of his conversion to Bolshe¬ 
vism. See Kettler 1971:76. . r 

7. Mannheim’s papers at the University of Keele (KMP) contain many pages of 
notes towards a major work on intellectuals. The gentleman igur p 
nently. The essay on the topic published posthumously was assembled by 
Mannheim’s editors, drawing primarily on work he had already completed be 

fore he arrived in England (Mannheim 1956). 

8. Mannheim used his influence in educational circles to resist postwar democrati¬ 
zation of the school system, being especially solicitous of the public schools. 

9. After Mannheim’s death in January 1947, Julia Mannheim thanked the members 
of the Moot for their letter of condolences: “Your letter...shows me that you 
have known what your circle meant to Karl. It was the spot for him to be as he 
was without the slightest reservations because he knew that you all wanted an 
do not mind if he gives himself as he is. Only in his first youth has he had some¬ 
thing similar to this-silicet parva componere magnus. That was the circle around 
George de Lukacs (sic) in Hungary before he had to leave the country because o 
his political belief and convictions some 27 years ago. Until the formation of the 
Moot he was longing for that safe and free place for the mind, soul and spirit and 
your circle has given that to him and I should like to bless every one of you for 
having taken him in so completely. You all shared his ultimate aims and endevours 
of what is important” (MP/15:3). 

10. “The Place of the Study of Modem Society in a Militant Democracy: Some Prac¬ 
tical Suggestions,” ten-page undated manuscript, probably written in May 1 
LP. Mannheim’s letter transmitting the document to Lindsay, evidently some years 
later, reads: “This is another short paper written at the suggestion of Sir Walter 
Moberly. It also refers to the Rockefeller scheme but this time I have been asked 
to linkup my suggestions with existing institutions, possibly in London. Today, 1 
still think that some things ought to be done for the education of new leadership 
in a militant Democracy, but I would perhaps alter some of my concrete sugges¬ 
tions.” The note complicates the dating, but the best surmise is that Mannheim s 
“this time” is intended to express the contrast with the other enclosure,^ whic 
must have been the “Rockefeller scheme” of 1934. Otherwise the today in the 
next sentence makes no sense. Problems remain because the idea of linking up 
with English institutions is bruited in the Rockefeller Foundation confidential 
correspondence on Mannheim’s application, especially Kittredge s letter to 
Malinowski in 1935, but there is every reason to think that Mannheim s first 
contact with Moberly was in the Moot. Nothing came of the proposal although 
Mannheim’s 1945 appointment to a professorship in the Institute of Education 

11 In notes for the “Preface” to Ideology and Utopia , Louis Wirth—or perhaps Shils— 
' writes: “Mannheim’s solution {Hochschule fur Politik). The hope of a synthe¬ 
sis.’ Who will do the synthesizing? The intellectuals have a moral obligation to 
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Ho^" < tT / r 65: l\ E f‘ ablished after World W *' 1 as <»> education center the 

d direotor <R*l-V717/9/178). During Wsl^lSM, 
^otaT»r ering ' he ^ P “ ° f ‘ he ex P os * n g bJand 

12. Michael Polanyi remained a participant in the meetings organized bv Oldham « 

ii'JS/r MP/15.4) Occupying this tolerated outsider role during his time 7 
!^ l e ‘ m , COuld “‘J-ve achieved the “conunnnion" he vainly S ' 

Militant democracy” epitomizes Mannheim’s abandonment of the philosoohi 
fie n^h P e Weimar efforts to overcome rehdivS^iSS: 

mg the critical insights that inform his Weimar efforts to overcome relativism 
tmdton, sa^ificing the critical insights that tfestroyed eariie°~^ t" 
alue he here postulates as generally shared. Not coincidentally Mannheim’s 
term was adopted in the German Federal Republic (“streitbare Demokratie ”) to 
characterize a controversial security regime-including a prohibition of public 
amf d°em Certam cate S ories of individuals-justified as serving to exclude 

from ,he poiwcai «»-• >*- 

14 

“.he “o" d - a b(,e noire ot Marcuse “ d ws 

15 ' ttnn f Chght °a i h u a ^ tious ethos in the Social Sciences Division of the Founda- 
to m S / >rOV1 fl ^ ^ Fr * en s extension of those remarks: “It is also very striking 
to me to see the exceptionally high regard with which the FoundationTs univ^r 
sally regarded^ As a corollary to this, I am also deeply impressed wkh the sTgnTfi' 
onf r V he F ° undatlon can P la y at the present time as a group which may not 

men te of ntud^f 


13. 
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Europe and of the world may be done” (DPO’B to SMG. RF:RG6. 1/281.1/40/ 

16. In his memoirs, Huxley contends that the Rockefeller Foundation initiated the 
invitation to the United States after hearing of his group s work on war aim . 
“Though the USA was not yet in the war, and though there was a large volume 
American public opinion in favor of non-intervention,” he writes, shrewder me 
Ute the Rockefeller trustees realized that the country would evenhtally be drawn 
into the conflict. They couldn’t avow it publicly, but got me a citizen of a natio 
Zldy at war, and a person who knew the USA well, to talk on post-war plan- 

17. IiTfddHtonto O’Brien, Kittredge in Paris and Willits in New York mterested 
themselves in the plans for coordinating new social science research inBritain, 
although New York attention concentrated on renewed funding for establish 
programs at Oxford, Chatham House, and the London School of Economics^ See 
fhe correspondence in RF:RG6.1/281.1/40/491 with some itemsfolder 42^ 

18 The question of Mannheim’s departure from the LSE drops out of Carr-Saunders 

18 ' ££££« with the Rockefeller Foundation at fee end of 1939Revere 
budget cuts were partly restored after negotiations with Sir Walter Mober y. 
Mannheim retained his salary, although he did little teaching His access to re¬ 
search assistance was determined periodically by the University Research Com 
mittee. Cleeve to Lindsay, March 6, 1942, (LP). . , _ „ , • „ 

19. The phrases quoted by Harris are credited to a memorandum m fee Comervat' v e 
Party Archives, CRD 058, Margaret Godley to R. A. Butler May 29,1940. Points 
arising from an interview,” May 28, 1940 (Harris 1986: 258). 

20 The editors of New Society unjustly use the catchphrase, Mannheim was ul 
mately a utopian of the right” to summarize a complex characterization of 
Mannheim’s thought by Jean Floud (1966). Floud’s actual critique of Mannheim s 
“legislative” excesses-as distinct from his diagnostic 
by fhe more interesting contention that he “never realized 
democratic planning and planning for democracy (Floud 1966. 98). A libera 
economist writing in 1943 associates Mannheim with Keynes in maintaining that 
the concept of laissez faire both writers attack in the name of planning lsfunda^ 
mentally misconceived, and that, properly understood, Adam Smith s reformist 
position does not preclude argument on the merits oftheirsubstantiveprop^ 
for changes in the framework conditioning the market (Schwartz 1943). Af 
quoting Mannheim on the distinction between “deliberately refraining from in¬ 
terference” and “the purposeless non-interference of the laissez-faire society, 
Schwartz gibes: “When Adam Smith advocated the abolition of the exclusive 
privileges of corporations, the repeal of the statute of apprenticeship and of the 
law of settlements that was purposeless interference of the laissez fairetype. 
day it would be deliberate planning for freedom.” In mock self-reproach for fail 
ing to relabel his own policy proposals he concludes, “I could get a popular 
hearing... and recognition as an advanced progressive if I changed my name, 
grew a beard and called myself a purposeful planner for freedom (Schwartz 

21. ^negotiations on the project are tedious and often disappointing to Mannheim. 
But he was not an easy partner. He resisted deadlines and space limitations, and 
he apOeS to b e pla yLig Chatham House off against LSE to enhance his uncer¬ 
tain standing with the Research Committee. The story can be traced m Lindsay s 
Papers (LP). The posthumous Freedom, Power and Democratic Planning is a 
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dr !^ Ma , nnheim Ieft at his death - JuIia Mannheim contended 
that Shils had denied the editors a portion of the manuscript. 

22. Interview with Jean Floud on March 2, 1976 (AA). Mrs. Floud has written ex 
tremely well on Mannheim and has been the only commentator to nntw th 
importance of Jaszi to Mannheim. As Jean McDonald, she worked with him on 
the revision of Ideology and Utopia and joined him for a summer o wo^k i^ 

^ "■■■* -X 

23. Eliot asked Herbert Read’s opinion about the draft of a review of Mannheim’* 
Diagnosis of Our Time he had prepared for Theology. He thanked Read for his 
reassurance because he wanted to make it “as ‘velvS* as possibTe ’’ He remafns 

n ™nf Py ’ he 7 u U the °? e hand seems a dut y for a detached critic to warn 
people against swallowing their Mannheim whole; and on the other I feel a pecu- 
liar unwillingness to wound Mannheim. He is a sensitive person, he haTsuffered 
rebuffs, he is unhappily uprooted, and he is terribly concerned Tbout the daS 
he apprehends. And one feels, not only admiration, but a warmth of affectionfor 
him which is not explained either by the length of the acquaintance or any oar 
ticular intimacy of an explicit kind” (April 3, 1943, Eliot to Read AA) * ? 








Conclusion 

Sociology as a Vocation 


Coming to maturity in a uniquely brilliant site of the European-wide 
dispute between rational social reform and radical cultural renewal, 
Mannheim learned not only the substantive issues of the controversy 
but also the literary and philosophical experimentation that charted its 
course. The most prized of Georg Lukacs’ younger companions, he could 
also believably assure Oscar Jaszi twenty years later that he was his “old 
follower. After the first of the brutal discontinuities shocking his project, 
Mannheim left Budapest for Heidelberg and the legacy of Max Weber! 
He became a sociologist. But sociology was contested ground, and 
Mannheim needed his essayistic gifts for irony in his campaign for a 
sociology to address the striving for civil polity. “There are situations 
ripe for compromise,” was his slogan, and he found a fascinated but 
critical hearing among younger intellectuals for the theorizing behind 
that unexciting proposition. As teacher, he bred students rare in the old 
German universities—devoted but contentious. Ousted by Hitler, 
Mannheim brought his project to England, stripped of many assets that 
made him an outstanding public intellectual for enlightenment: faith in 
the Kantian idea of a universal history with cosmopolitan intent, com¬ 
mand of subtle language and the essay, a public. Mannheim’s English 
career is his least attractive phase, and the most important to under¬ 
stand. What distorts his thinking afflicts ours, although we may scorn 
his clumsy language of elites, masses, and social techniques. Among his 
English associates and students, those who learned from Mannheim did 
so by bargaining. And that is the ultimate survival skill for enlightenment. 

Our study is a public biography with theoretical intent. Because trans¬ 
actions with publics are constitutive of Mannheim’s thinking, his project 
is analyzed by tracking his negotiations with various audiences. The 
book covers Mannheim’s dealings with Lukacs and Jaszi in Budapest; 
with Alfred Weber, Leopold von Wiese, Franz Neumann, Paul Tillich! 
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Adolf Lowe, and his students in Weimar Germany; with Louis Wirth, 
Edward Shils, and professional American sociology; and with sociolo¬ 
gists and Christian social thinkers in England. The analysis is informed 
by dilemmas of history and theory, science and rhetoric, freedom and 
technical control—the themes of liberalism since John Stuart Mill, who 
haunts this book. The objective is to learn how to get light from 
Mannheim’s mind. The end is an opening. 

Learning from Mannheim 

Mannheim attracts studiers who do not think that agonic exchanges 
and provisional accommodations are inconsistent with inquiry, thinkers 
who do not draw a categorical line between bargaining and argument, 
between strategic and discursive communications. 1 Productive encoun¬ 
ters with Mannheim take on the character of negotiations. This applies 
no less to those who meet him only through his writings, if they are 
sufficiently intrigued to think they may find something of value there. 
Mannheim’s expressly “experimentalist” and “essayistic” forms frus¬ 
trate fundamentalist literal readings. It may be impossible to be a 
“Mannheimian.” But there is little to be gained by inventing one’s own 
Mannheim from dead words on the page. His is hardly a name with 
which to conjure in the anterooms of professional influence. It does not 
pay to pass as a Mannheimian. To learn from Mannheim means to re¬ 
trieve his design and acknowledge a measure of dependence on it, then 
engage his thinking not in purified discursive dialogue but in the explo¬ 
ration of possibilities on common ground. 

To view contacts between instructors and learners as implicitly bilat¬ 
eral discussions aiming at settlement is to recognize the reciprocal play 
of power and resistance present in communications and the element of 
decision in learning. But this does not presuppose a uniform calculus of 
interests, an equivalence of power, or a binding contractual exchange. 
The processes, the forms and the terms of settlement will vary. Despite 
Adam Smith’s early intuition that “the principle in the human mind on 
which the disposition of trucking is founded...is clearly the natural 
inclination everyone has to persuade” (Smith [1762-63] 1978: 352), le¬ 
gal analogies are more pertinent than economic ones. And the relevant 
legal models are more likely to be found in the diversity of personal, 
reciprocal, partial, and conditional relations in Gierke’s law of associa- 
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tions than in the standard forms of rationalized private law. The settle- 
ments in question respect substantive standards of status, as well as sub¬ 
stantive constraints on procedures. The parties cannot compromise their 
standing as actors worthy of intellectual recognition, and rational objec- 
tions, when invoked, can never be denied their authority. Since tradi¬ 
tional measures of these elements are in doubt, the bargain to bargain 
will always imply some working arrangement about these contested but 
irreplaceable substantive norms (Fisher, Ury, and Patton 1991:91). Study¬ 
ing a thinker like Mannheim entails coming to an understanding with 
him. Intellectual historians speak of “influences”; but this concept is 
imprecise and unrevealing. Our aim is to acknowledge the power rela¬ 
tions between texts and interpreters, while emphasizing elements of struc¬ 
tured reciprocity in the transactions. 

Mannheim’s last doctoral student, Viola Klein, shows the possibili¬ 
ties of learning from Mannheim. As a postgraduate student aiming at a 
career as a professional sociologist, she differs from Mannheim’s women 
students m Frankfurt (Kettler and Meja 1993). Herself a refugee from 
Czechoslovakia, with a literature degree and journalistic experience, she 
had little in common with the English-educated students who found 
Mannheim stimulating but dauntingly alien. Jean Floud, for example 
has been forthright about her mixed feelings about Mannheim as profes¬ 
sor in England. No student could have known him better. She helped 
Mannheim revise Edward Shils’ draft translation of Ideology and Uto¬ 
pia (Mannheim 1936a: xi [acknowledgments to Floud under her unmar¬ 
ried name, Jean McDonald]) and of Man and Society in an Age of 
Reconstruction (Mannheim 1940: xxii), and, although her own supervi¬ 
sor was Morris Ginsberg, she took several courses with Mannheim (Floud 
1959: esp. 53-54. See also Floud 1963). In a letter, she recalls pangs of 
discomfort with his manner and concludes, “One could put much down 
I suppose to the fact that his dealings with us were so un-English” (AA). 
This aroused a certain “resistance” among English students, “whilst be¬ 
ing attracted to him for the kind of question he asked and the issues he 
raised.” “Interestingly,” Floud adds, “I think Mannheim must have been 
aware of the resistance he aroused. During the war I ran into him in 
Oxford where I was working and he had come for a conference. We had 
a brief conversation in the street and he said, ‘We must meet again. I 
want to discuss teacher-student relations with you.’” This ingenuous¬ 
ness clashed with his simultaneous insistence on “his status as Herr Pro- 
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fessor” and heightened the puzzlement. Klein may have shared Floud s 
need to create some distance between herself and Mannheim, as Floud 
speculates, and both women contributed to British sociology, but Klein’s 
background was different and the attempt to clarify her relationship to 
Mannheim entered directly into her sociological work. 

Klein (1908-1973) was bom in Vienna but moved to Bohemia as a 
child. She was educated at the universities of Vienna, the Sorbonne and 
Prague, where she obtained a DPhil. with a thesis on Celine, and at the 
University of London, where she received a PhD in 1944 for the work 
that became The Feminine Character: History of an Ideology (1946). 
After a variety of miscellaneous and underpaid positions, she held re¬ 
search appointments at the London School of Economics and at the 
University of Manchester before gaining an appointment as lecturer in 
sociology at the University of Reading in 1964. She was reader there 
when she retired a few months before her death. The title of a well- 
known collaboration with Alva Myrdal— Women's Two Roles: Home 
and Work (Myrdal and Klein 1956 )—epitomizes her principal profes¬ 
sional preoccupations (cp. Bok 1991: 225-30; see Klein 1958; Klein 
1961; Klein 1965a; Klein 1965b), an emphasis underlined in an obitu¬ 
ary in The Times: “She was director or the inspiration of many surveys 
and studies of women at work” (October 18,1973:20). By sociologists, 
she is credited more broadly with many significant contributions to the 
sociology of women before the outburst of new interest in this subject m 
the 1970s (Crouch 1984; Spender 1982: 502-6). And it is her disserta¬ 
tion that has been repeatedly published in England and the United 
States—with an American edition three years after the original (1949), a 
second English and American edition in the last years of her life (1971 
and 1972), and a third edition in 1989—and translated as well. The en¬ 
counter with Mannheim documented in Klein’s dissertation helps ac¬ 
count for the narrowing of her focus in later years, underlining the need 
to attend carefully to the conditions under which earlier generations of 

women scholars sought their own voice. 

Klein came upon Mannheim in the late 1930s at the London School 
of Economics, when his Frankfurt conception of the sociologist’s “mis¬ 
sion” had undergone substantial change. The principal objective is no 
longer to counter heteronomous factors obscuring self-recognition and 
autonomy. Sociology must aim to overcome crises of social integration, 
to foster “mobilization,” and to deliver the principal resources for plan- 
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ning. Although Klein agrees that “ideas of ‘Reconstruction’ and ‘Plan¬ 
ning’ have given a new purpose to our contemporaries,” she insists with 
special urgency, following Margaret Mead, that “it is at this phase that 
the remmder of the dangers of uniformity and the warning to plan for 
diversity are timely” (Klein 1946:207 and 136). Her emphasis on diver¬ 
sities distinguishes her recommendation from Mannheim’s spatial im¬ 
age of providing for pockets of free activities in his proposed “planning 
for freedom” (Mannheim 1940). Questions about the “own peculiar 
ways” of diverse social actors retain a vitality for Klein that they have 
largely lost for Mannheim. 

Mannheim’s new distrust of the very striving for success and the rise of 
groups through organization that had been central motifs in his earlier 
conception of a “mission” to enhance group self-consciousness among 
women and others stems from his diagnosis of the German disaster. In his 
„“ mr ®, to the 1935 Annual Conference of the Institute of Sociology on 
The Place of Sociology,” Mannheim revealingly revises his 1930 “ambi- 
tion” thesis (Mannheim [1930] 1952). Having stressed the limits on the 
amount of organization a social structure can tolerate, he links upward 
striving to competition and concludes that an excess of such striving by 
individuals and groups may produce crisis and collapse: “It is possible 
that the arrest of individualization in Germany today.. .can be explained 
as a reaction against too great an increase of the former vital activity of the 
people, which has become disproportionate to the absorbing power of the 
existmg social order” (Mannheim 1936b: 187). These fears explain his 
new emphasis on integrative citizen-education, at the risk of self-defined 
diversities. In the same year, Mannheim offered a five-lecture course en¬ 
titled “Woman and Her Place in Society” at the London School of Eco¬ 
nomics, in which he echoes but reinterprets the materials of his Frankfurt 
historical sociology lectures, notably using women’s family roles as refer¬ 
ence points for examining other types and aspects of women’s lives He 
now opens with the “puzzle” that while the history of women can be de¬ 
fined as a history of domination, the widespread acceptance of subordi¬ 
nate positions by women epitomized in the enthusiasm for Nazi family 
values makes it unclear whether the concept of domination properly ap¬ 
plies. Mannheim leaves his question unexpectedly open. 

Mannheim’s changed emphasis also emerges in a 1941 essay on “The 
Problem of Youth in Modem Society.” In his Amsterdam and Frankfurt 
lectures, youth rank with women and intellectuals as a group that sociol- 
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ogy aims to render self-aware. Now he sums up his general analysis . 
“Youth is an important part of those latent reserves which are present in 
every society. It depends on the social structure whether these reserves, 
and which of them, if any, are mobilized and integrated into a function” 
(Mannheim 1943:36). As in his Frankfurt lectures, Mannheim draws on 
his sympathetic awareness of the women’s movement to develop an “ex¬ 
ample” for his argument: 

All of us know that the greatest oppression in history is not that of the slaves, serfs 
or wage-earning laborers, but that of women in patriarchal societies. And yet the 
sufferings and the resentment of these women remained meaningless throughout 
the many thousand years as long as they were sufferings of the millions of indi¬ 
vidual women in isolation. But their resentment at once became creative and so¬ 
cially relevant when in the movement of the suffragettes these sufferings and 
sentiments were integrated, thus contributing to the recasting of our views con¬ 
cerning the place and function of women in modem society. In the same way... it 
was only when [the dissatisfactions of other oppressed classes] were integrated 
into a movement which not only tried to express bitterness but attempted to formu¬ 
late a basis of constructive criticism that the random feelings and actions were 
transformed into social functions. (Mannheim 1943.34) 


The passive voice prepares us for Mannheim’s conclusion that the ex¬ 
ample illustrates only how “latent reserves can be mobilized and cre¬ 
atively integrated into society,” and not how groups can act against 
oppression. The essay ends with a plea for retaining the British Public 
Schools, while cautiously democratizing their bases of recruitment, 
and not with a promise, as in 1932, of validating youth’s experience in 
the youth movement (Jugendbewegung ). In his sociology of education 
lectures in later years, accordingly, Mannheim welcomed what he called 
the closer coordination between school and home: “In girls’ schools 
we now have a comprehensive course in domestic studies and even in 
grammar schools where there has been a tendency to prepare the intel¬ 
lectually abler girls in academic studies only, teachers now recognize 
much more than they used to that they have a responsibility to the 
future girl undergraduate as a wife and mother as well (Mannheim 
and Stewart 1962: 131). Mannheim, lecturing to his Frankfurt under¬ 
graduates in 1932, had not spared “unworldly preachers and teachers” 
who promulgate the ideology of domesticity, especially in a vocabu¬ 
lary of “responsibility” (KMP). 

Klein (1946:18) is firm in her call for “a new feminine type, distinct 
from the prevailing Victorian ideal of the submissive and ‘respect- 
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able’ wife,” and she pointedly asserts that “the ‘emancipation of 
women’ would have to be followed by the ‘emancipation of men’ from 
their notion of a dependent, domesticated and receptive wife” (Klein 
1946: 158). Ruminating on Virginia Woolf’s question about “the rela¬ 
tive paucity of feminine achievements in the arts and sciences,” she 
opines that active discouragement is not the only “impediment to fe¬ 
male creativeness” and points to “domestic affairs, not on account of 
the time and energy they demand, but for the state of mind they pro¬ 
duce” (Klein 1946:181), their education for “diffusion” rather than 
concentration of thought. Despite such sharp questioning of conven¬ 
tional opinions that Mannheim is now more willing to incorporate for 
the sake of the larger mobilization he hopes to inspire, Klein finds 
much in Mannheim to her purpose. 

Klein is intrigued by Mannheim’s analytical figures of the cognitively 
privileged perspective of the outsider and the discrepancy between ide¬ 
ology and experience. She departs from Mannheim’s English adjust¬ 
ments by returning the analytical themes to the theoretical context of the 
sociology of knowledge, with its reflexive concerns about the epistemo¬ 
logical status of social scientific doctrine. Klein was not caught up in the 
Weimar situation that shaped the contrast between the politicized 
Mannheimer from Heidelberg” males, intrigued but ultimately 
unpersuaded by an approach that jeopardized the rationales of their stra¬ 
tegic perspectives, and the women in Frankfurt, satisfied to appropriate 
the self-knowledge opened to them by the method of sociology as a 
science for living,” before moving on. Despite her ultimate commit¬ 
ment to social science as a profession, she writes for long stretches in 
the essayistic mode that sustained Mannheim’s more ingenious early 
intellectual experiments. She takes more from Mannheim, perhaps, be¬ 
cause she has more confidence in her ability to use it in her own way. 

The complexity of Klein’s design bears the marks of Mannheim’s 
dialectical” strategizing in the essays comprising Ideology and Utopia . 
At first glance, she is simply investigating the ideological character of 
thought about “feminine character,” including scientific thought But 
she complicates matters by the social-psychological claim that women, 
as an “outgroup,” are especially vulnerable to conditioning by the social 
expectations strengthened by such ideological “science,” so inquiry into 
ideology may paradoxically enhance knowledge about women. Sociol¬ 
ogy of knowledge, she suggest, can revise ideological doctrines to make 
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them contribute to “relationist” objectivity about the matters they dis¬ 
cuss. This feature of the work often perplexes sociologically trained 
commentators. 3 When Klein writes that “only after all these [ideologi¬ 
cal] influences have been revealed and a comparison between the many 
ways of approach to the problem of femininity has been made, will a 
really sound and well-founded judgment on the elusive ‘feminine char¬ 
acter’ be possible” (Klein 1946:4), she echoes claims that Mannheim 
increasingly abandoned in his English discussions of the sociology of 
knowledge. In a striking footnote to a 1929 discussion of political edu¬ 
cation, Mannheim nudges the reader to recognize that he has derived the 
“correct” answer about the “best” solution from his sociology-of-knowl- 
edge inquiry into ideologies about theory and practice. If he could only 
explicate the logic underlying this surprising result, he maintains, he 
would achieve the objective he is seeking: “A real situational analysis of 
a style of thought should be able to assess its validity” (Mannheim [1929] 
1952: 159n.). But Mannheim (1936a) deleted this passage from the En¬ 
glish translation of Ideology and Utopia, while Klein implicitly retains 
its aspirations. 

At times, Mannheim and Klein mean nothing more by such asser¬ 
tions than that cultural narrow-mindedness or emotional bias distort sci¬ 
entific work and that their effects must be purged before scientific claims 
can be usefully assessed, but such method presupposes a theory of ob¬ 
jective scientific method and presumably cannot be carried into effect 
without the application of suitable scientific tests to the reformulated 
propositions. Elsewhere, they mean that the sociology of knowledge 
makes ideological doctrines yield hidden insights into the historical cir¬ 
cumstances of their promulgation. But clearly, to the consternation of 
many critics, they often also mean something more, as when Mannheim 
terms the sociology of knowledge the “organon of politics as a science. 

Klein is not a philosophical writer. Her original formulations of the 
relation between her sociology-of-knowledge inquiry and her efforts to 
say something about “the innate characteristics and potentialities of 
women” (Klein 1946:2) scarcely captures the verve or the contents of 
the commentaries on Ellis, Weininger, Freud, Mead, and others that com¬ 
prise the principal chapters of her work. She concludes the series of 
methodological comments: “The coordination and sociological exami¬ 
nation of different formulations of the same problem as attempted in 
this study, is one of the various methods which can be adopted [for in- 
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quiring into femininity]. Its chief aim is to outline the scope of the prob- 
em and, by indicating its different aspects, to make possible a closer 
understanding and higher degree of objectivity” (Klein 1946*171) 

In the “Preface to the Second Edition” of The Feminine Character 
she sounds perplexed: ’ 

ft seems that the reading public, by and large, was not prepared to take fthp 
author s] word for it that the book was concerned with an analysis of existing 
theories about feminine psychology rather than being itself a psychological study 
of women. The misunderstanding of the author’s intentions went so fafthat some 
S 1CS 7f? e M 7 aU ay l am0ng them accused her of using “secondary sources” 

11le^2ecTo 8 fTh reSearCh ’”r hen J n ^^ investigation ofthLsources 
was the very object of the exercise. I hoped, nevertheless, to be able to learn sotup 

“eE?r dt ° b f a u Ie t0 make a constructi ve contribution to the solution of the 
enigma femininity by comparing and coordinating what other authorities who 
studied the matter had to say. (Klein 1972: xv) authorities who 

In fact, Klein is stronger when writing essayistic commentary than when 
reflecting on method.- This applies to Mannheim’s sociological writ- 
rngs as well. But the relationship between the essay and substantial in- 
tellectual work is ambiguous for Mannheim’s models in sociology. While 
Max and Marianne Weber both express their admiration for Lukacs’ 
SouiaHdlForms ami] 1971), Max Weber repeatedly cautions Lukacs 
that he has no chance of securing a habilitation at Heidelberg unless he 
outgrows the “essayistic disposition” displayed most defiantly in the 
introduction to that work, “On the Essence and Form of the Essay” 

( ukacs 1986: 204-5, 263-65). Mannheim bowed to such strictures in 
most of his academic work, at least in his programmatic statements. 

® pfi^ctpal justification for emphasizing methodological issues is 
that Mannheim reacted oddly to Klein’s manifest invocation of the looser 
ut more ambitious sense of his sociology of knowledge. Klein prefaces 
her book by gratefully acknowledging that “The original idea and plan of 
this book arose out of the lectures and seminars of Dr. Karl Mannheim 
and were developed in frequent discussions with him.” And Mannheim 
not only published the book in his International Library of Sociology and 
. °l la . Construction, but also contributed an eight-page foreword. Yet 
in that introduction Mannheim virtually ignores Klein’s deployment of 
e socio ogy of knowledge, limiting himself to the somewhat patronizing 
observation that “this aspect of the present study will, I suppose, be obvi- 
ous and interesting to everyone, as hardly anything is more stimulating 
than the realization that our social life is full of phantasies.” “From the 
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point of view of the sociologist,” he asserts, now using the term in the 
sense of his new “mission,” the book merits attention mostly because it 
is an experiment in working out a new pattern of research which I first 
tried to develop with research students in 1930 at Frankfurt University 
and have since continued, and which I should call Integrating Research. 
Its task is to combine different aspects of the same problem which previ¬ 
ously have been dealt with only in water-tight compartments” (Mannheim 
in Klein 1946:vii).” The next six pages are devoted to a regrettably pomp¬ 
ous summary of Mannheim’s more recent hopes in this respect, altogether 
without reference to the book. Only in the last paragraph does Klein reap¬ 
pear, and only to receive faint praise for this “entirely tentative and ex¬ 
ploratory” study, which is not to be judged as if “one were to expect from 
a single person at the beginning of a venture the exactness and final an¬ 
swers which would be feasible only if a great team of explorers were to 
study the various fields. As a matter of fact, in an exploratory study it is an 
advantage to leave loose ends. This creates scope for scientific imagina¬ 
tion to throw new light upon known facts and to explore so far unobserved 
interrelations among them” (Mannheim in Klein 1946: xiv). 

Not surprisingly, when Viola Klein wrote the preface to the second 
edition, she suddenly remembered that her “interest in the ideological 
element of knowledge had been aroused.. .by C.H. Waddmgton’s book 
The Scientific Attitude , widely discussed at the time.” Then she insists 
that “It was, I think, mainly because of this aspect of my study that the 
late Karl Mannheim took a genuine interest in it from the beginning, 
offered critical and constructive comment, chapter by chapter, as it a 
vanced, and eventually published it” (Klein 1972: xv). Dryly, and in the 
context of her evident irritation with reviewers who took Mannheim s 
foreword as their guide to her enterprise, she adds: “The tentative ex¬ 
periment in the ‘integrative method,’ whose merits Karl Mannheim set 
forth in his Foreword to the first edition of this book, was incidental to 
the above prime purpose” (Klein 1972: xvi). What is documented in this 
tug-of-war between Karl Mannheim and Viola Klein is above all the 
widening split between Mannheim’s public persona as would-be reformer 
of English sociology and counsellor to the British elite—where the soci¬ 
ology of knowledge is incidental-and his continuing private activities 
as continental intellectual and inspiration to students, notably to women 
like Klein. This pattern left many misunderstandings behind, but few 
works as rewarding as Klein’s. 
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The sociology of knowledge serves Klein primarily as a strategy for 
detotalizing the claims of systematic, scientifically legitimated thinkers. 
She argues that science is indeed to be understood as part of the wider 
historically diversified cultures in which it is variously practiced, but she 
does not have a reductionist holistic theory about the constitution or de¬ 
velopment of such cultures. There is no base or superstructure, except in 
the loose sense that theories that display the “air of impartiality and sys¬ 
tematic method which we usually associate with the scientific attitude” 
(Klein 1946:6) are not exempted from being understood as part of the 
mental activity of emotional, interested, culturally adaptive, partisan hu¬ 
man actors. To speak of sociology of knowledge operations on scientific 
thought, as we have earlier done, is an unwarranted formalization of Klein’s 
diversified moves against absolutes. The activity of moving discussions 
towards “relationist” objectivity turns out to be mostly a matter of con¬ 
verting sweeping, methodologically grounded validity claims into a mix¬ 
ture of fallible, contestable arguments and mere localized opinions. The 
ideological” dimension of theories is uncovered to permit untrammeled 
encounter with the ideas the theories may also contain. 

This does not mean that Klein fails to recognize scientific structures. 
In fact, her book is divided according to scientific disciplines: Havelock 
Ellis and biology; Otto Weininger and philosophy; Sigmund Freud and 
psychoanalysis; Helen Thompson, L.M. Terman, and C.C. Miles and 
experimental, psychometric psychology; Mathias and Mathilde Vaerting 
and a Marxism-derived historical approach; Margaret Mead and anthro¬ 
pology; and W.I. Thomas and sociology. It should be noted, however, 
that the first edition also includes an appreciative essay on a naturalistic 
novel about three generations of women. It is not anachronistic to say 
that Klein treats the disciplines as discourses, about which it is equally 
permissible to ask why just this way of organizing information about 
women comes into prominence when it does and whether its organiza¬ 
tional and critical framework has some intrinsic merits that give its con¬ 
clusions special weight. 

Klein traces the ideological dimensions in the theories she treats vari¬ 
ously to the actual condition of women at a time, to the ideology about 
women pervasive in a historical site, and to the idiosyncratic psycho¬ 
logical makeup of the theorists in question. In talking about Ellis, for 
example, she remarks his appreciation for changes underway and mar¬ 
vels at his courage in legitimating sexuality as scientific subject, not- 
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withstanding his temperamentally cool personal relationship to this force 
in human evolution. She situates his ideas in the early twentieth-century 
ideological dispute between proponents of equality and equal value, but 
she does not think that this discredits his attempts to identify structural 
differences based in differential contributions to the sexual dimension 
of evolution. There is nothing shocking about the fact that people are led 
to think systematically by problems that arise in their experiences; the 
need is merely to locate their thoughts within their proper context and 
accordingly to reinterpret their claims. In criticizing Weininger and Freud, 
on the other hand, Klein discredits most of their theories by uncovering 
how greatly they are moved by their social identities and evident psy¬ 
chological peculiarities, in her view, to absolutize a patriarchal regime 
under threat; yet she simultaneously credits them with special insights 
into women subjected to that regime. The psychometricians are cartogra¬ 
phers of a given pattern and guides to accommodation, which has its 
justifications. Marxist historians contribute by bringing out the domina¬ 
tion in relations that Klein believes to be more multidimensional, but 
they are led to exaggeration by their dedication to drastic reversals in 
social order. Finally, she thinks, the agenda in her time is set by a world 
of organization and planning, and Thompson and Mead must be under¬ 
stood in the context of keeping the new developments from simply rein¬ 
forcing an unchanging man’s world by new social technologies. 

Women become a subject for separate study by both men and women 
because of developments in all three dimensions, including importantly 
the rise of women and the emergence of women’s ideologies. They are 
studied by the methods of sciences because those sciences are instru¬ 
ments for the rationalization of bourgeois society, but also arenas for 
conflicts about its form. Studies of women show this dual character of 
scientific inquiry especially well because the status of women touches 
deep emotional issues for both men and women. These converge on the 
question whether women are fundamentally different from men, the 
question of “feminine character.” 

Klein aligns herself with a woman’s stake in this question and a 
woman’s perspective on it. Like other comparatively disadvantaged “out¬ 
groups,” she maintains, women are especially vulnerable to damage from 
the stereotyping that insiders use to stigmatize and perpetuate such a 
status. “To be judged, not as an individual, but as a member of a stereo¬ 
typed group,” she asserts, “implies an incalculable amount of restric- 
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tions, discouragement, ill-feeling, and frustration” (Klein 1946: 175). 
Their sight may also be sharpened by their situation, and their commit¬ 
ments broadened. She writes: 

tooutoof ’Z’fh ?h a | v* 3 ' m tT l ■" the pro,notion of a humanitarian, univereal- 
lsl.outlook, in the abolition of discrimination against people on account of their 

race, creed sex or nationality, and m a legal order that puts right before might. If it 
be assumed that the general trend of social development goes in the direction of 
humanism, democracy and internationalism, it may therefore be said that these 
groups represent a progressive element. 

But she quickly adds, parenthetically: “The issue is somewhat obscured 
m the case of women, by the fact that in the course of centuries women 
have developed many substitute gratifications which they consider 
privileges and to which they cling emotionally more than to equal 
rights” (Klein 1946:174). “Such self-defeating satisfaction is not the 
only distortion in perspective to which socially stigmatized groups are 
liable. Klein argues against Otto Weininger (1903), for example, that 
exclusivist identification with their groups is not unique to Jews and 
women, but a reaction to marginality or “out-group” status and a re¬ 
flection of the stereotyping indulged in by the dominant in-group. In 
this connection, she cites Jewish self-hatred, black color-conscious¬ 
ness, and cultivated women’s detestation of women’s groups as part of 
the ambivalence of marginality, an adopting of majority standards 
Jewish overeagemess to be considered as having arrived and the pat¬ 
tern that Alfred Adler identifies as the “masculinity complex” among 
women show that compensatory ambition may arise, to the hurt of the 
victimized (Klein 1946: 174). Klein summarizes without critical ob¬ 
jections a series of rather nasty characterizations of women—not all 
of them referring to the past only—in the writings of W.I. Thomas, 
whom she treats as the representative of her own “sociological” ap¬ 
proach. “Under a system of male control, where self-realization is se¬ 
cured either through the manipulation of the man or not at all,” she 
reports, “her intelligence expressed itself in the form of cunning, a 
typical characteristic of disqualified persons” (Klein 1946: 155). Ap¬ 
provingly, she quotes Thomas: “The remedy for the irregularity, petti¬ 
ness, ill-health and unserviceableness of modem woman seems* to lie 
on educational lines. Not in a general and cultural education alone, but 
in a special and occupational interest and practice for women, married 
and unmarried. This should be preferably gainful, though not onerous 
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nor incessant” (cited in Klein 1946: 158). While outsider status fosters 
critical thinking, in sum, Klein believes it also urgently stands in need 
of it. 


Viola Klein: Work, Eros, Sociology 


Three themes in Klein’s inquiry into the search for a feminine char¬ 
acter are noteworthy, both because of their intrinsic interest and be¬ 
cause of the light they shed on Mannheim’s projects. We shall consider, 
first, Klein’s rejection of the strand in feminism that wholly depreci¬ 
ates women’s links to home and family, especially because this theme 
becomes the center of her work for the rest of her career as sociologist. 
In the extended contemporary sense, Klein is certainly a feminist. When 
she uses the term, however, she almost always has in mind the Indi¬ 
vidualist phase of the women’s movement. “Before the development 
of Individualism,” she writes, “the problem of women’s emancipa¬ 
tion... could not arise; after its decline and the move towards a soci¬ 
ety which thinks primarily in terms of social welfare, it could, in its 
original form, not survive” (Klein 1946:102-3); it “was incidental to 
the struggle of the rising bourgeoisie for political power and social 
ascendancy” (Klein 1946: 23). Second, we shall look more closely at 
Klein’s careful treatment of women’s emotional needs, her attention 
to themes of erotic attachments, and, in this connection, her striking 
continued openness to the possibility of a distinctive feminine makeup, 
despite her conclusion that almost everything said about it refers in 
fact to qualities either functionally dependent on socially defined roles 
or ideologically imposed by men. And, finally, we shall return to our 
point of departure, the question of parallels between women and intel¬ 
lectuals and their respective openness to sociology. Klein, we shall 
see, was Mannheim’s last student but also the most important for our 
study, precisely because she negotiated her own terms, as a woman, in 
her relationship with his work and influence. 

Mannheim in his Frankfurt lectures had traced women’s ideological 
crisis to the discrepancy between a persistent ideology of housewifely 
virtue and the actual functioning of modem households as undemanding 
consumption centers, especially among the middle class, Klein instead 
juxtaposes that “sentimental cult of domestic virtues” to a reality where 
ever more women are either employed or unmistakably confronted by the 
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fact that they are kept “on a level of unpaid drudgery” (Myrdal and Klein 
1956: 137). While “the place in which the Feminist Movement was bom 
was not the factory nor the mine, but the Victorian middle-class drawing 
room” (Klein 1949: 262), the “lady” does not figure in her analysis as 
either problem or promise. Klein implies that a feminist ideology of eman¬ 
cipation through access to the labor market cannot by itself meet the psy¬ 
chological needs of women. Organized feminism is distorted by its 
formative focus on the “struggle for the right to work.” The initiatives 
originally taken by unmarried middle-class women took an “anti-mascu¬ 
line turn” out of political necessity, but married women felt left “out of 
account.” “This was, naturally, a miscalculation,” Klein concludes, “and 
it confronted thousands of girls with the alternative either of sacrificing 
their ideals of justice, equality, and women’s rights, or of resigning their 
claim to love” (Klein 1946:197-98). From the beginning, moreover, “while 
middle-class women were fighting for equality, working-class women 
demanded differential treatment” (Klein 1946: 15). Feminists attracted 
comparatively few—and never the young—and their employment aims 
were attained “simply by force of practical necessity, and because their 
claims were in accordance with the general trend of social development” 
(Klein 1946: 25). Many working class women had no choice about sub¬ 
jecting themselves to the labor market, and middle class women found 
growing opportunities, first because of wartime labor shortages in 1914-18 
and after 1940, and second because of the rise of new jobs. Social service 
work originally performed by volunteers became professionalized as it 
was recognized as a social necessity, especially under conditions of war¬ 
time and postwar social disorganization: “It is obvious that a society which 
depends more and more on activities of an administrative character can 
very well make use of human qualities which were not considered essen¬ 
tially masculine prerogatives” (Klein 1946: 27). This link between the 
changing status of women and the emergence of the welfare state is cen¬ 
tral to Klein’s analysis, and it is one of the areas where she anticipates 
recent feminist research. 

Women at work are commonly engaged in “women’s work,” but re¬ 
main in “a ready-made culture which by its origins and peculiar charac¬ 
ter is masculine” (Klein 1946:35; see Myrdal and Klein 1956:75). They 
suffer special frustration in the workplace as well as at home. Women 
are trapped not only by the preponderance of poorly paid jobs and the 
obstacles to advancement, partly owing to women’s divided commit- 
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merits between home and work, but also by the requirement that they 
justify their positions by masculine standards: “Being just as good as 
someone else is not a source of self-confidence: At the first crisis, whether 
individual or national, such persons will feel superfluous and will be 
prepared to relinquish their work” (Klein 1946: 35). The problems are 
compounded for the marriageable by cross-pressures between vocational 
expectations and the qualities sought by marriage partners. “If this hap¬ 
pens she is likely to feel frustrated,” Klein writes, “and often she will 
curse ‘emancipation’ which has deprived her of the simple happiness of 
husband, child and home” (Klein 1946: 34). Klein’s attitude towards 
such a response is complex. She protests against the media and the sci¬ 
entific ideologists that inculcate a romantic distortion of woman as vali¬ 
dated by attracting males and decries circumstances bringing it about 
that “it is still an easier and more profitable career for most women to 
marry than to work” (Klein 1946:29), but she also respects the deep 
roots of the feminine pattern. 

She is troubled by the success in Germany of the motto: “Women, 
back to the Homes” (1946:34,204). Klein evidently shares Mannheim’s 
belief that key Nazi slogans are indicators of serious defects not only in 
classical liberal ideology or institutions, but also in progressive designs. 
In Mannheim’s case, the most important such slogan is “a valid will is 
sufficient for valid knowledge,” which he views as a caricature of the 
insight upon which sociology of knowledge rests, but also as a warning 
against its radical relativizing potential. While Klein sees through the 
fact that women oppose the feminist call for equality and full emancipa¬ 
tion from the bonds of home in important measure because “it attacked, 
in women, those symbols which they had developed as substitute grati¬ 
fication for their lack of real power, and which were no less close to 
their hearts than the feeling of superiority was to man’s” (Klein 1946:23), 
she is not satisfied that the ties of home are nothing but a trap for women. 
Klein’s inquiry into the “feminine character” strives to go beyond the 
expose of male ideology precisely because the question about women’s 
distinctiveness puzzles her. To overcome the discrepancy between the 
ideology of home and the reality of work requires more than an adaptive 
new ideology. Work and home must both better suit women’s needs. 

Her choice of scientific ideologists to interrogate, as well as her in¬ 
troductory comments, indicate that she thinks some important truth may 
be hidden in ideological commonplaces about woman’s emotional pri- 
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orities. Speaking in her own voice, she remarks about the origins of the 
women’s movement: “Love and marriage being the main concern of 
women, it was only natural that their revolt should not have sprung from 
thirst for knowledge or a desire for freedom or adventure, but that, first 
of all, it should have been expressed as a protest against the humiliation 
of having to barter their love for support” (Klein 1946:20). Klein is con¬ 
fident that the emotional configurations that have been treated as natural 
attributes of the feminine character are historically constituted and sub¬ 
ject to change. In planning changes, however, she urges considerate at¬ 
tention to the valuable capacities and satisfactions which accompanied 
the historical formation of living women. 

Klein is least guarded about her thoughts on this analytically most 
complex issue, and perhaps about her own youthful experiences, in the 
appendix on The Rebel Generation , a prewar novel by Jo v. Amers- 
Kiiller. Her first degree was in literature, after all. She justifies her re¬ 
port on the story of three generations of Dutch women as “an illustration 
to the main theme: how the idea of femininity has been transformed” 
(Klein 1946:183); but her commentary is more than descriptive. She 
distinguishes the three phases covered in the book: the time around 1840, 
the Biedermeier period she calls the age of the “subjected” woman; 1872 
marks the activity of the “emancipating”; and 1923, the time of writing, 
is the time of the “emancipated” woman. Klein follows her author in 
emphasizing the drudgery of the productive household, the patriarchal 
absolutism that prevailed, and the illusions about romantic love Eman¬ 
cipation was above all “an unbolting of the gates of the family prison” 
(Klein 1946:193). The acceptance of the cultural norm of success, as 
well as the conscious strategy of putting the interests of spinsters first, 
meant that the securing of work outside the home was overvalued as a 
goal. The rebel generation became individualized and shared the exhila¬ 
ration of accomplishment, but their successors felt cheated. 

Without objection, Klein summarizes her author’s narrative, “This 
generation is rationalist, practical, realistic, and fed to capacity .’..with 
scientific theories but they are emotionally starving and devoid of any 
ideals” (Klein 1946:201). The young people envy the old spinsters. Dis¬ 
appointment extends through all three domains observed in the novel. 
Patriarchal authority is broken, but it is replaced by nothing more than 
an attitude of mutual noninterference and disinterested observation be¬ 
tween parents and children “which could in a sense be called ‘scien- 
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tific,’ because it involves an objective, personally disinterested attitude 
of experimental observation, diminishes the causes of friction within 
the family and avoids painful conflicts—but it occasions the emotional 
dissatisfaction which is the main trouble of the elder as well as of the 
younger generation” (Klein 1946:202). The attitude to work becomes 
negative and disillusioned due in part to letdown after exaggerated hopes 
and in part from lack of adequate opportunities. Finally, according to 
Amers-Kuller: “Underneath a surface of conscious modernism, express¬ 
ing itself either in the form of skepticism, frivolity, or cynicism, smol¬ 
ders unconsciously the longing for an unaltered romantic ideal of love 
which these women certainly would be ashamed to admit even to them¬ 
selves” (Klein 1946:204). At this point only, Klein openly demurs. She 
challenges the author’s assumption “that the romantic pattern of love is 
the true expression of an unchangeable instinct” and offers for consider¬ 
ation the view that the conflict is a mark of transition “in which new 
ideas, though rationally accepted, have not yet been completely assimi¬ 
lated and still meet with emotional resistance on the part of the uncon¬ 
scious self” (Klein 1946:205). 

She maintains that her generation has passed into a new phase and is 
gaining “new purpose” from ideals of “Reconstruction and Planning 
(Klein 1946: 207). The defining problem of this phase, she maintains, is 
not in the sphere of intimate relations between the sexes. In a dismissive 
comment on Otto Weininger’s misogynist mystifications, she confidently 
remarks “The idea of sexual union as the misuse of a woman ‘as a means 
instead of as an end in herself’ is certainly no less revolting today than it 
was forty years ago. But what Weininger was unable to envisage, im¬ 
bued as he was with Victorian morality, has since become the more or 
less generally accepted ideal: the union in common partnership, of two 
free individuals, equal in their rights” (Klein 1946:70). Having chosen 
not to marry, she leaves no doubt that the talk about forlorn young women 
and “spinsters” is obsolete. The threat is not women’s frustrated longing 
for romantic love, but the possible destruction of the individual—’’the 
Individual whom it took centuries to form and who has been the distinc¬ 
tive characteristic of modem Western Civilization (Klein 1946.207). 
In the tradition of Harriet Taylor Mill, Klein distinguishes classical lib¬ 
eral “individualism” that annihilates variety for the sake of equality, from 
protection of “individuality” (Mill and Mill 1970; Mill [1859] 1977). 
The latter implies special precautions to safeguard the “qualities tradi- 
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tionally regarded as feminine” because “the gradual admission of women 
mto a man-made society involves the risk of the universal adoption of 
one, the masculine, pattern” (Klein 1946:136). 

Klein s conception of the planned society is sometimes hard to distin- 
guish from that of Mannheim. Investigating the utilitarian rationale be- 
md ,S en B ' Thom P son ’ s pioneering empirical investigation of “mental 
sex differences ’ between male and female college students, she observes: 

™ e v qUeS ii° n Waano lon ? er one of capability but became one of social expedi- 
emcy The problem as it presents itself to us today is...what are the limits to 
which society can go in granting women equality without endangering its contin 
ued existence and the happiness of individuals ... The problem of^^omen D m" 

of^lib °T Part, f U ar “ stance amplifying the transition from the individualism 
of the liberal society to the organization of the planned society. (Klein 1946:102) 

But Klein’s standard of the “happiness of individuals” signals an addi¬ 
tional emphasis that is significantly different from Mannheim, whose 
conception of “planning” is propounded as a response to a looming so¬ 
cial catastrophe, and whose conviction that society is faced by a crisis of 
integration does not lessen after the defeat of fascism. In consequence 

her study of women’s “two roles” addresses not only social priorities 
but also women s desires: 

! h f, 0m ; , h T!’ they want ’ like everybody else, to develop their personalities to 
of th U • an ^ t ° 3113CtlVe part m adult social and economic life within the limits 

him !f h 7 Iual in ?f StS and abilities - 0n th e other hand, most women want a 
“ 3 family of their own - - The technical and social developments of the 
st few decades have given women the opportunity to combine and to integrate 
their two interests in Home and Work.... No longer need women forego fol £ 

Klein IQ^xh-x^) 111 t0 ^ satisfactions of other. (Myrdal and 

Klem’s emphases on welfare, happiness, women’s wants and pleasures 
as goals of planning resemble her discursive treatment of sociology of 
knowledge: m both cases Klein detotalizes and relativizes Mannheim’s 
universalistic, ontologically grounded sociological designs. As Jean Floud 
writes about Julia Mannheim-Lang, Karl Mannheim’s wife, Klein too 
was simply more insightful and delicate in human relations than Karl.” 

Perhaps paradoxically, the effect was to make her a sociologist in a 
more conventional, professional sense, as witness her subsequent career 
as policy-oriented empirical social scientist. Klein is the only one of 
Mannheim’s students who expressly takes up his parallel between women 
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and intellectuals (Kettler and Meja 1993), and in attacking the stereo¬ 
typing that reflects and consolidates the “outsider” status of women, she 
also calls into question the unique “mission” of intellectuals. The latter 
may indeed have a distinctive ability “to become articulate about pro¬ 
cesses which in their contemporaries have not yet reached to the level of 
consciousness” (Klein 1946: 67), as was strikingly the case with the 
Jewish intellectuals of Vienna, in the decades that produced Weininger 
and Freud, but also Arthur Schnitzler and Karl Kraus. But that capacity 
does not protect them from accepting many features of the dominant 
culture, especially when they are not subjected to an oppression so 
aggressive as to alienate or frustrate them” (Klein 1946: 66). That such 
brilliant intellectuals as Weininger and Freud can promulgate a dualism 
between men and women that gives metaphysical status-idealist or 
materialist—to artifacts of a history of oppression manifestly drawing 
to a close, according to Klein, clearly shows that outsider status cannot 
possibly provide a warrant for cognitive validity. Knowledge is grounded 
in dispassionate inquiry according to appropriate method. That leaves 
sociology free to be one of several activities that figures in the constitu¬ 
tion of a human life rather than presuming to be its consciousness. 

The relationship between sociology and the essayistic discourse of 
social theory exemplified by Mannheim’s own promulgation of 
sociology’s “mission,” as well as by Klein’s first book, is not a relation¬ 
ship of mutually exclusive opposition. Nor are they the contradictories 
in a dryadic dialectic, waiting to be transcended. They are distinct struc¬ 
tures that can be bound together only discursively in a rich variety of 
constitutions. Constitution is ultimately the paradigm that most adequately 
comprehends the key relationships examined in this study: intellectuals 
and politics, Mannheim and his students, work and home, men and 
women. The potential is present in Mannheim’s thought; it is brought 
out in Klein’s responses. 

Klein’s acute and detailed critique of Freud, as well as her sharp en¬ 
counter with Weininger, linger over their insights into bisexuality. She 

writes, approvingly: 

Weininger’s conception of intermediate sexual forms (“sexuelle Zwischenstufen ) 
ZbTto itsorigta and fa it, intention individualistic.... It crates scope or an 
infinite range of individual possibilities.... At the same time it conforms to the 
scientific aim of reducing qualitative differences to quantitative ones. II[ oppows 
those superficial generalizations which label a person characterologica ly Man 
or “Woman” according to his, or her primary sex characteristics and without con¬ 
sideration of characterological dispositions. (Klein 1946: 58) 
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Similarly, in addressing Freud’s theory she begins by ironically accosting 
his conception of bisexuality, satirizing his “gallant gesture towards women 
which is quite an amusing example of chivalry entering a scientific argu¬ 
ment” (Klein 1946: 80). Freud had casually mentioned his theory of in¬ 
fantile bisexuality while defending himself against charges of masculine 
bias, allowing that a woman who challenges him may indeed be more 
“masculine” than “feminine” and thus exempt from his strictures about 
feminine passivity. Klein regards this version of bisexuality as a blatant 
example of the “attitude of masculine superiority,” underlined by his ges¬ 
ture. But she nevertheless notes that the bisexuality in question is “the 
corner-stone in Freud’s libido-theory” and expands on its significance: 

The bisexuality of all living organisms is one of the more recent discoveries of 
biological science.... It means, in short, that every individual has, at least poten¬ 
tially if not actually, the characteristics of both sexes, but normally develops the 
one set to a greater extent than the other. There is no clear-cut line between abso¬ 
lute masculinity and absolute femininity, but reality presents us with a mixture of 
both in different proportions. (Klein 1946:80-81) 

What vitiates the insights into bisexuality in both Weininger and Freud, 
according to Klein, is, first, that the concept is overshadowed by the 
dualistic rhetoric of polarization that carries the work (Weininger) or 
applied primarily to a transitory developmental stage (Freud) and, sec¬ 
ond, that the male and female components are stereotyped generaliza¬ 
tions of existing unequal development and social roles. The longest 
quotation in the book, offered in both English and German, is Simmel’s 
analysis of the power factors that shape the illusion that historically male 
qualities represent the universal, objective, and human, while the fe¬ 
male is simply “the other” (Simmel 1984). 

Klein criticizes Karen Homey for doing nothing more than reversing 
the valences, regarding the woman superior and generative because of 
her child-bearing role. She rejects “class struggle” in theoretical or so¬ 
cial life (Klein 1946:143); and seeks to foster the greatest possible range 
of complex accommodations between differentiated factors. In an ac¬ 
knowledged departure from the “framework” of her study, which gener¬ 
ally denies itself the right “to enter into discussion” with the speakers 
analyzed “or to supply examples in support of their cause,” she invokes 
Virginia Woolf to support Margaret Mead’s plea to “recognize the whole 
gamut of human values” in recreating “rich and contrasting values” with¬ 
out “artificial distinctions, the most striking of which is sex.” Woolf, 
according to Klein, “was said to have written the finest English prose of 
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her time and.. .was tormented by the conflict of being a woman.” She 
then quotes Woolf, in her own cause as well as Mead’s: “It is fatal to be 
a man or woman pure and simple; one must be woman manly or man 
womanly. It is fatal for a woman to lay the least stress on any grievance; 
to plead even with justice any cause; in any way to speak consciously as 
a woman” (Klein 1946:137). Woman’s “own peculiar way,” it seems, is 
to break with the pattern that Simmel described as taking “the male sex 
as the universal human norm,” to free herself from the condition that 
compels her, as Simmel says, almost always to be aware of herself as a 
woman, while a man rarely thinks of himself as other than simply hu¬ 
man. That response to Mannheim’s undertaking to bring women to con¬ 
sciousness is a marvelous surprise. 

In Klein’s subsequent work, that effort became stereotyped by the 
demands of service professionalism—women’s work. But her thought 
denies us the luxury of passing over the imperatives of human circum¬ 
stances. Klein is linked to Mannheim by bonds that are close but limited 
in their scope and without decisive effect on independent assertion and 
development. She brings a bargaining mode right into her scholarship, 
in her encounters with writers on “the feminine character” and ultimately 
in her uses of Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge. If there is an asym¬ 
metry arising from the tutelary relationships between Mannheim and 
his students, the asymmetry is localized in time and object-domain. There 
is no submission to domination. Power and resistance are paired. 
Mannheim made strides in moving from a substantialist approach to 
women, however historized, to an approach that understands conflict 
and bargaining in the diverse institutions mediating relations between 
men and women. But the middle-class family and the presumed prob¬ 
lems of the wife remained paradigmatic for him. His women students 
went beyond him, although further in analyses and practice than in theo¬ 
retical reflection. All of them illustrate the fact that making a genuine 
partnership out of a relationship often merely tutelary requires an ac¬ 
commodation full of reservations and quirky assertiveness. They could 
use Mannheim’s work because they had work of their own. 

Biography and Theory 

Mannheim implicitly challenges the method of the present book in 
the “Introduction” to Man and Society. Arguing the need for problem- 
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ented integration among the social sciences, he distinguishes between 
the habits of mmd of “irresponsible laymen” and those appropriate to 
the new breed of sociologists he hopes to engender: 


^Sdoi7wUh Peri ° d ° f t ^ eoretical ^ te S rat i°n, an integration that must be 

carried out with the same sense of responsibility which the specialists always feel 

tTonfr^r? r Pf rticular Problems.... [In the absenceof scientific integra- 
tion] the solution of [the most] vital questions fell into the hands of political dog¬ 
matists and literary essayists, who...rarely have had the benefit of the tradition 
and training that is needed for the responsible elaboration of scientific facts 
^litei^ essayist tnes }° achieve a kind of private synthesis, the key to which 

Ir0nHf!rn ha T?i b !r 8ra f h - e f of mdividual writers, rather than in the evidence of 
scientifically studied material. (Mannheim 1940:31) 


Doing justice to Mannheim, we think, requires a less polemical and less 
dichotomized understanding of the relationship between scientific and 
literary dimensions of intellectual production than he himself proposes 
an interweaving of biographical information with theoretical analysis 
and due attention to Mannheim’s own dependence on the methods of the 
literary essayist. Self-clarification and diagnostic clarification of the 
environing “times” are consistent principles of Mannheim’s actual ap¬ 
proach, as distinct from the programmatic statements on methods of 
theoretical integration in Man and Society. His works retain the marks 
ot their philosophical and literary provenance. The notion of the sociol¬ 
ogy of knowledge as an “organon for politics as a science,” for example, 
depends on an adventurous conception of theoretical grounding and his¬ 
torical development. Yet the result is a fascinating projection of the ideo¬ 
logical process and of its possible transformation. Mannheim’s ingenious 
essayistic response to a constellation in the political situation yields in¬ 
sights and is a stimulus to systematic investigation. The overly drama¬ 
tized topos of “crisis” in the later work in England, in contrast, inclines 
him towards such forced simplifications as between “mass” and “elite ” 
even while it gives vigor to his diagnostic writings. 

His conjunction of “responsibility” with the work of “specialists” in 
the paragraph quoted above recalls his preoccupation with Max Weber’s 
distinction between the vocations of politics and science, and his attach- 
ment of Weber’s political ethical predicate to the vocation of science 
calls for a synthesis of both. Political scientists who are also scientific 
politicians must display responsibility towards the facts of their situa¬ 
tions, self-understanding as well as external circumstances. This requires 
them to adopt a mode of rationality that aims beyond Weber’s strictures 
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on scientific objectives, a mode that is sensitive to problems of rhetori¬ 
cal consequences beyond the problems of communication alone. In the 
language of Mannheim’s early theory of cultural sociology (Mannheim 
[ 1922 - 24 ] 1982 ), political knowledge is a mode of the “conjunctive 
knowledge that constitutes meanings relevant to action. 

For Mannheim, science contributes to the choice of action not only 
by guiding the selection of means adequate to the ends actors prefer but 
also by helping actors identify their places in meaningful situations. Prac¬ 
tical knowledge competent to guide choice must consequently have the 
force to make those it addresses expose the myths of their own identities 
and identify the discrepancies between their beliefs and their experi¬ 
ences. As Mannheim indicates in the “Preliminary Approach” to Ideol¬ 
ogy and Utopia, his conception reformulates the ancient Socratic 
injunction to self-examination, and it implies, as Plato saw, a complex 
therapeutic encounter between the teacher and the taught. Sociologists 
and those they seek to enlighten must risk themselves in the character 
formed by the “chance biography” of each, but they must so structure 
their encounter as to lead to a common knowledge, made possible by 
the new situation they have jointly created, as prefigured in the Platonic 
dialogues. Mannheim’s sociological accomplishments must be under¬ 
stood in the context of his work on both problems. His own attention to 
his situation, the conditions determining his communication with a rel¬ 
evant public as well as the larger historical setting, was integral to his 
theoretical strategy. 

It is a tragic feature of Mannheim’s story that these considerations 
drew him ever more towards formulations which rendered his own project 
obscure, as witness the distinction between “laymen” and “specialists’ 
in the passage above, and the very notion of “thought at the level of 
planning” to which it refers. His most original contribution is the sug¬ 
gestion that “ideologies” approximate to the structures of practical so¬ 
cial knowledge by virtue of the features that make them radically 
inadequate as scientific theories and that make them comprehensible 
only in the context of their social functions. Mannheim’s later retreat 
from that suggestion follows from the intrinsic difficulties arising from 
his proposal and from the demands made on him by his late liberal po¬ 
litical project and by the changed circumstances of his life. 

Relating Mannheim to the situations and audiences he addresses, ac¬ 
cordingly, is not meant to reduce his work to an artifact of his biography 
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or to class Mannheim with those he calls “laymen.” His was a life in and 
for sociology in a deeply instructive sense. He was a creative sociolo¬ 
gist, and, as Jean Floud has observed (AA), he was one of the last of the 
“major figures” in the discipline, recognized as an inescapable presence 
by professional social science as well its wider public. Commenting on 
her own affinities to Mannheim, Claudia Honegger mourns Mannheim 
as the last representative of “a German tradition in sociology that sought 
to combine theoretical questions with empirical analyses, sociological 
knowledge with social experience. Its program envisioned a dialectics 
between experience and knowledge, commitment and distance, inter¬ 
pretation and structural analysis.” 5 Mannheim’s best essays interrogate 
the discipline as much as they utilize the discipline to interrogate the 
social world. His great and constitutive question was whether sociology 
can provide the integral and comprehensive practical knowledge required 
by liberalism to survive the disruptive irrationalities first anticipated by 
its critics and then brutally realized in the events of the twentieth cen¬ 
tury. Mannheim’s tragedy as a thinker was that in his mature years he 
was forced to pursue his inquiry under conditions that often made his 
past accomplishments appear irrelevant and useless, even to himself. 
Like many victims of National Socialism, he assumed a share of the 
blame, disavowing Weimar culture (Gunnell 1993). 

Throughout his work, Mannheim maintained that there was a spirit of 
the age to be uncovered, that he could bring that spirit to the conscious¬ 
ness of the public most immediately affected by it, and that communion 
with that spirit would provide valid and efficacious knowledge. Like the 
young John Stuart Mill, who was also inspired by the notion of a spirit 
of the age, Mannheim searched for consensus among the best minds of 
the age, and for ways of expanding the influence of those who had been 
brought to agreement. The practical side of this resembles the attitude 
and design of the politician, but Mannheim’s premises embody a con¬ 
ception of nonconflictual politics in which there is in fact no room for 
politicians. Ciceronian statesmanship is required; but such statesman- 
s ip paradoxically presupposes the recognition for which it is supposed 
to lay the foundation (Cumming 1969:1.203). 

Mannheim’s search for the spirit, the synthesis, the consensus he saw 
mcipiently emerging, produced a handsome, nonsectarian openness to¬ 
wards ideas from many sources. But it also led to insistence that there is 
something more” to each of the ideas tapped, so that conflicting de- 
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mands for acceptance from the intellectual sources used did not have to 
be seriously entertained. The appearance of an emerging consensus is 
created by a “slippery” relationship to other minds: curious, engaged, 
responsive, but never taking them on their terms. More arbitrator than 
negotiator by temperament, finally, he would put the thoughts of others 
in a schematized development, or he would subject key concepts to a 
“change of function.” It was unnecessary to criticize others; it was enough 
to correct and balance what they said by drawing on something said by 
someone else. All participants were seen as sharing the same condition 
or expressing the same spirit. 

In Central Europe, the spirit was heir to the logos of German Human¬ 
ism, vaguely apprehended by the diverse idealist philosophies but in 
need of being made social flesh. In England, it was the underlying ethos 
of the gentleman that could revive democracy, leadership, and respon¬ 
sible control, restoring health after the smoldering crisis. The gentle¬ 
manly ethos would have to be sublimated, so as to be less bound by time 
and place, but it already combined practical responsibility and mental 
cultivation, Mannheim thought, and this combination was the key to 
substantive rationality. Much of Mannheim’s reasoning about gentle¬ 
men rested on illusion. Mannheim’s dependence on those who shared 
these illusions weakened his critical insight and, especially in the En¬ 
glish setting, diminished his capacity for self-reflection. 

In Germany, Mannheim spoke a language with resonant cultural 
appeal: his audiences filled in meanings, and ambiguities stimulated 
them to think about their own uncertainties. The essay form Mannheim 
used encouraged appreciation of diverse approaches and fostered re¬ 
flection on that diversity. At times, as in Conservatism , Mannheim 
experimented with such designs as Muller’s bipolar dialectic, mediat¬ 
ing between opposites without claiming to have reintegrated them in a 
transcendent synthesis. At other times, he considered pluralistic philo¬ 
sophical alternatives. But throughout he treated the human world of 
thinking and acting as superior to his own intellectual constructs. He 
sought knowledge to inform creative action, not to take its place. Us¬ 
ing the idiom of sociology, he achieved results like those of the liter¬ 
ary essayists of his time. If he had not been expelled from Germany, 
he might have turned to good use the substantial responses and criti¬ 
cisms he was getting from people of his own generation like Hannah 
Arendt, Norbert Elias, Max Horkheimer, Herbert Marcuse, Hans Speier, 
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and Paul Tillich (Meja and Stehr 1982, 1990). His work might have 
become more rigorous, as philosophy or history or sociology, or it 
might have attained greater power and forthrightness while remaining 
within the genres of critical essay and commentary. But the English 
adjustment exacted great costs. He was bound to be misunderstood 
and to feel himself misunderstood. 

Mannheim s persistence was marvelous, his determination was to be 
heard and to be accepted as a guide. In the “Preliminary Approach” to 
Ideology and Utopia, he offers the parallel with Socrates; then there is the 
mission of the refugee,” the Sociologist in the Summa of the Moot the 
summoner to international reconstruction. Yet in addition to the influen¬ 
tial writings and the influenced people, there are also appalling misunder¬ 
standings. Mannheim’s achievements would do honor to any thinker about 
society. The vagaries of his thinking matter only because his sociological 
accomplishments are so important. The flaws appear great and had bad 
effects on the direction of the work itself because of Mannheim’s aspira¬ 
tions and his conception of what he was about. Mannheim presents a di ¬ 
lemma to the sociological profession, unfinished business, as Hegel, Marx 
and Weber were unfinished business for Mannheim. Yet in the present 
unsettled state of sociology, where divisions into static “camps” appear 
ever more outdated, there may be a new capacity for recognizing in 
Mannheim not only a key innovator in sociological inquiry but also a 
representative figure whose difficulties cannot be smoothed out by inter¬ 
pretation. They can only be addressed by taking up the work of critical 
self-reflection where he was deflected from it. 


Notes 

'• , Cp : f 198 ‘] 19*4, 84-100. The question under which conditions “rhe- 

oncal discourse is compatible with cognitive designs pervades the history of 
Western philosophy since Plato’s dialogues. Readings of those dialogues that are 
sensitive to Socrates’ irony question the confidence with which academic phi¬ 
losophy supposes the rhetoricians to have been confounded. Such awareness need 
not imply a relativistic inversion of the manifest argument; it may instead lead to 
a search for the qualitative distinctions between modes of rhetorical exchanges 
as well as recognition of dependencies among participants and the constitutional 

2 embodie ^ in the recorded exchanges. 

2 ' ?!v! 935 Ca ? nC 1 ar ° f the LSE llsts the books recommended for Mannheim’s class 
Authors include: Westermarck, Goodsell, O.T.Mason, Malinowski, Mead* 
Donaldson, Buecher, Bradley, Putnam (The Lady), Goncourt, Pinchbeck, Halle 
Uon, Hellersberg, Calverton and Schmalhausen, and Marianne Weber (KMP). * 
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3. Characteristically, the introduction to the 1972 American edition summarizes “New 
Research on Women,” rather than new research on the sociology of knowledge. 
Dale Spender (1982: 502-6), on the other hand, condemns the failure of male- 
dominated scholarship to allow Klein’s original expose of ideology to be recog¬ 
nized . Leaving aside the benighted Punch reviewer who found in 1946 that the 
book “seems unnecessarily bereft of feminine subtlety and charm (H.K.1946. 
426) early reviewers were respectful but uncertain. Reviewing the 1949 Ameri¬ 
can edition, M.J.V. (1949: 401), asserts that “the main portion of Dr. Klein’s 
stimulating book is devoted to the objective of discovering whether ‘there are 
traits which can be called typically feminine, what these traits are, and whether 
they have always tended to be regarded as characteristic of women. Ju y . 
Tully’s review of the 1972 edition opens by saying that the “stress on the sociol¬ 
ogy of knowledge is a major strength of the book” but asserts that most will be 
interested in “Klein’s other aim”: “She specifically sets out to clarify the idea of 
femininity, to describe what is thought to be the feminine character” (Tully 1974: 
203-4). Florence Rockwood Kluckhohn (1950) comes closest when she praises 
the thoughtfulness and moderation of the work and says that while Klein does not 
offer a new theory of femininity, “she does us the service of holding up to reflec¬ 
tive thought—both hers and our own—the varying and conflicting theories of a 
number of well-known and frequently quoted writers.” Janet Sayers’ (1989) in¬ 
troduction to the third edition of Klein’s book is regrettably unhistorical in sev¬ 
eral judgments, an ironical failing because she singles out Klein’s historical 
sensitivity. She remarks, for example, that Klein failed to gain an appointment 
like Mannheim’s notwithstanding her two doctorates, presumably because she 
was not male. But Mannheim was a world-renowned scholar, and his appoint¬ 
ment nevertheless smelled of charity, denying him professorial privileges. Her 
dismissive comments on Celine’s “nihilism” and later anti-Semitism neglect the 
potentially rewarding question about Klein’s earlier interest in his work. 

4 Klein’s strongest essays are the chapters on Ellis, Weininger, Freud, and Mead, as 
' well as the surprisingly fresh historical survey. The following paragraph from the 
last of these illustrates the clever blending of informed commonplaces and in¬ 
sights: “There is a peculiar affinity between the fate of women and the origin of 
social science, and it is no mere coincidence that the emancipation of women 
should have started at the same time as the birth of sociology. Both are the result 
of a break in the established social order and of radical changes in the structure of 
society; and, in fact, the general interest in social problems to which these changes 
gave rise did much to assist the cause of women. Both, too, were made possible 
by the relaxation of the hold which the Christian Churches had for centuries ex¬ 
ercised over people’s minds. But the relation of woman’s emancipation to social 
science does not only spring from a common origin; it is more direct: the hu¬ 
manitarian interests which formed the starting-point of social research, and prac¬ 
tical social work itself, actually provided the back-door through which women 
slipped into public life” (Klein 1946: 17). . 

5. Honegger’s apt characterization was offered in an interview (AA). Her more im¬ 
mediate interlocutor is Michel Foucault (Honegger 1991). 
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